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Current Topics. 


Freedom for Journalists. 

A PARTICULARLY opious form of ‘‘ Reprisals,’’ if it can be 
so called, is the alleged threat of a police officer at Tralee to 
kill, wherever found, an English journalist of whose reports 
he disapproved. It is impossible not to credit the truth of the 
statement by the journalist in question since the correspondents 
of such different papers as the Kvening News, the Daily News, 
and the Manchester Guardian all agree as to the occurrence cf 
the threats complained of. If truth is to prevail—and all 
lawyers wish truth to prevail—then newspapers must be per 
mitted to publish truthful reports of facts without danger of 
violence and intimidation at the hands of unscrupulous or 
violent officérs. That such a doctrine should be ignored in 
Ireland shows the degengration which reprisals rapidly breed 
even in the protectors of law and order. We are sure the 
Chief Secretary will take instant steps to see that nothing of 
the kind ever happens again in Ireland. 


The Legal Aspect of Reprisals’ 

Ir must be remembered that there exists a definite legal 
doctrine as to ‘‘ Reprisals.’’ They are known to International 
Law and also to Military Law. When two nations are engaged 
in warfare, or two armies are engaged in civil combat—as in 
the case of the American Civil War—it is recognized that a 
breach of the laws of civilized warfare by one party may be 
legally penalized by an _,exactly corresponding breach by 
For example, if A shoots prisoners, B may do the 
same. or threaten todoso. This is not an ethical doctrine, and 
nowadays no civilized nation observes it. We refused to do so 
in the late war with Germany. But to such reprisals, even if 
legally justifiable, International Law sets definite conditions 
They can only arise when there is a state, of open 
They are only permissible against combatants, not 
And the reprisal must copy the method of 
the illegality complained of. The so-called reprisals in Ireland 
satisfy none of these conditions. They must be uhreservedly 
condemned. As the Archbishop of Canterbury pointed out in 
Tuesday’s debate initiated by Lord Loresurn in the House 
of Lords, such acts are the inevitable preliminary to the down- 
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fall of all Christian morality and civil order. Happily the 
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Cabinet has been awakened to the gravity of the crisis and has 
announced that reprisals will no longer be condoned or per- 
mitted in Ireland. 








‘The Late Librarian of Lincoln's Inn, 

We Have heard with very sincere regret of the death, last 
Sunday, of Mr. Austin F. G. Etnenipce, who had been 
Librarian of Lincoln’s Inn since 1894, when he succeeded Mr. 
Joun Nicnotson. Previously he had been for twenty-five 
years Sub-Librarian at All Souls College, Oxford. Mr. 
Erneriper had been absent through serious illness for some 
nine months, and ‘at his age—he was eighty-two—it was, 
perhaps, hardly to be expected that he would return to his 
duties. But those who had learned to rely on the help which 
was always freely given by him to frequenters of the library 
—and no less, we should add, by his assistants—will miss his 
ready kindness and courtesy. The wisdom of the world 
certainly the wisdom of the law-—is in the books, and the 
lawyer and the scholar owe a debt of gratitude to the 
vuardians of this storehouse who make its wisdom and learn- 
ing accessible. Their work is quiet and unostentatious, but 
none the less very useful and highly appreciated. In render- 
ing this tribute to Mr. Erneripce, we gratefully remember 
other guardians of the books without whose help our work 
could not be done. 


*‘ May” and “Must, 

To tHE plain layman the words ‘‘ may’’ and “ must”’ 
connote contradictory principles. The one indicates ‘‘ volun- 
tarism,’’ the other ‘‘compulsion.’” But in law they often 
mean the same thing. The explanation of this apparent 
paradox is simple. A judge or other official invested with» 
jurisdiction is not a free man. He is bound to put in action 
the law and not his private views. When he is authorized to 
do any act ‘‘in a proper ‘case,’’ then he is bound to do it if 
convigted that a proper case has arisen. He has a judicial 
discretion—1.¢., he can act or refuse to act—-but not in accord- 
ance with the freedom of his own will, only when the interna! 
compulsion of logic forces him to form one or the other of two 
alternative conclusions Hence, in a statute conferring 
authority the word ‘‘ may ’’ is often the practical equivalent 
of ‘‘must.’’ In the recent case of Taylor v. Faires (Times, 
30th October) the Lord Chief Justice explained this prin- 
ciple. The case was an appeal to the Divisional Court 
from an order of his Honour Judge Crawrorp at the South 
end County Court under the Rent and Mortgage Interest Act, 
1920. An order for possession had been made against a 
tenant prior to the passing of this latest Act —s could not 
have been made after its commencement. The order was not 
executed when the Act came into force. So the tenant applied 
to the court under section 5 (3) of the Act, which provides 
that in such circumstances the court may “‘ rescind or vary ’’ 
its order. The judge declined to ‘‘ vary or rescind,’’ con- 
tending that he had a discretion. The tenant appealed, on 
the ground that the judge had no discretion—that ‘‘ may ’’ 
meant ‘‘must.’’ But this view the Divisional Court refused 
to adopt in the particular case, while accepting the general 
principle that “‘ may’ in a statute usually means ‘‘ must,’’ 
as laid down in the leading cases of McDougall v. Paterson 
(11 C. B. 755) and Julius v. The Bishop of Oxford (5 App. 
Cas. 214). But the court—-no doubt correctly—distinguished 
these cases on the ground that in the case of the Rent Re- 
striction Act, 1920, when applied to a new subject-matter, 
the intention of the legislature was to leave the decision of each 
such case to the discretion of the judge, who on the facts 
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could see which side would suffer the greatest hardship. 


The Agriculture Bill. 

Tue Acricutture Biti, which was introduced on 20th May 
by the Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries, and, after being 
read a second time, was discussed and amended by Standing 
‘Committee E, and reprinted on 22nd July, is now being con- 
sidered on Report by the House of Commons. It consists of 


two main parts, the first containing amendments of the Corn | 





ve 4 - 


Production Act, 1917, and the other amendments of the — 


Agricultural Holdings Acts. The object of Part I. is to 
continue on a new scale the guaranteed minimum prices for 
wheat and oats prescribed by the Act of 1917, and the pro- 
visions therein contained for enforcing proper cultivation and 
securing adequate wages for agricultural workers. Thequestions 
of guaranteed prices atid of wages are economical matters with 
which we are not immediately concerned. As regards proper 
cultivation, war-time provision was made by section 9 of the 
Act of 1917, and the Board of Agriculture could intervene 
if, in their opinion, the land was (a) ‘‘ not being cultivated 
according to the rules of good husbandry ’’ ; and generally (4) 
for the purpose of increasing, in the national interest, the 
production of food. The present Bill contains in clause 4 
extensive amendments of section 9. For paragraph (6) the 
following is substituted :— 
(6) that the owner of land in the occupation of a tenant has 
unreasonably neglected to execute the necessary repairs (not being 


repairs which the tenant is liable to execute) to. any buildings on 

the land being repairs required for the proper cultivation or work- 

ing thereof.’’ < 
And in such cases the owner may be required to do the repairs, 
or the occupier to cultivate the land inj accordance with the 
requirements of the Ministry. Default on the part of the 
landlord in executing the repairs may lead te the work being 
executed by the Ministry and the expenses recovered as a civil 
debt, and default on the part of the occupier will be punish- 
able on summary conviction by a fine not exceeding £20, and 
by a further penalty up to 20s. a day during which the de- 
fault continues after conviction. 


The Appointment of Receivers of Agricultural 
Land. 

THE AMENDMENTS to section 9 of the Corn Production Act, 
1917, proposed by the Bill, contain a novel procedure for 
enforcing proper management, namely, by the appointment of 
a receiver. The provision is as follows: 

(vi) The following new sub-section shall be inserted after sub- 
section (3) :— ‘ 

‘*(3a) Where it is represented to the Minister by an agri 
cultural committee that the owner of any agricultural estaté 
situate wholly or partly in the area of the committee, whether 
the estate or land or any part thereof is or is not in the occupa- 
tion of tenants, cultivates or manages the estate or land in such 
a& manner as to prejudice materially the production of food 
thereon, the Minister may, if he thinks it necessary or desir- 
able so to do in the national interest, and after making such 
inquiry as he thinks proper, and after taking into consideration 
any representations made to him by the owner, by order appoint 
such person as he thinks fit to act as receiver and manager of 

the estate or land or any part thereof.” 
This is safeguarded by a number of provisions, including a 
proviso that the sub-section shall not, except with the consent 
of the owner, extend to a mansion house, garden, park or any 
home farm usually occupied therewith and required for the 
amenity or convenience of the mansion house. And the order 
appointing the receiver may apply, with such modifications as 
the Minister thinks fit, any of the provisions of section 24 of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which, however, the draftsman— 
not, apparently, being very familiar with the Conveyancing 
Acts—calls by its old title of the Conveyancing and Law of 
Property Act, 1881. Clause 4 is a bad instance of legislating 
by reference. Section 9 of the Act of 1917 ought, of course, 
to have been repealed and re-enacted in its amended form in 

full. 


Compensation to Evicted Tenants. 

For THE puRPOsEs of legal practice, the more important pro- 
visions of the Bill are those which contain amendments of the 
Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908, and, in particular, clause 7, 
which proposes to secure tenants against the loss consequent on 


eviction by extending the existing provisions with regard to 


recovery of compensation for disturbance If a tenant is 
required to quit without any fault on his part, he will receive 
full compensation for all loss directly attributable to the 
quitting, together with an additiona] sum equal to one year’s 
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rent. If the notice to quit is given capriciously, i.¢., ““ with- 
out good and sufficient cause and for reasons inconsistent with 
good estate management,’’ but in no other case, this additional 
sum may be increased by the arbitrator to four years’ rent. 
This does not apply where the tenant— 
(a) was not at the date of the notice cultivating the holding 
ateording to the rules of good husbandry ; or 
(6) had at the date of the notice failed to comply within a reason- 
able time with any notice in writing by the land‘ord requiring him 
to remedy any breach of any term or condition of the tenancy, being 
a breach which was capable of being remedied; or 
(c) was at the date of the notice a person who had become bank- 
rupt or compounded with his creditors ; or 
(d) had at the date of the notice refused, or within a reasonable 
time fails, to agree to a demand made to him in writing by the 
landlord for arbitration as to the rent to be paid for the holding 2s 
from the next ensuing date at which the tenancy could have been 
terminated by notice to quit given by the .andlord subsequent 'o 
the date of the said demand. 


But otherwise the tenant will be entitled to compensation 
defined as follows :— 

(4) The compensation payable under this section shall be a sum 
representing such loss or expense directly attributable to the quit- 
ting of the holding as the tenant may unavoidably incur upon or 
in connection with the sale or removal of his household goods or his 
implements of husbandry, fixtures, farm produce or farm stock on 
or used in connection with the holding, and shal! include any ex- 
penses reasonably incurred by him in the preparation of his claim 
for compensation (not being costs of an arbitration to determine 
the amount of the compensation), and also a sum equal to one year’s 
rent of the holding, or, where the notice to quit is given without 
good and sufficient cause and for reasons inconsistent with good 
estate management, such sum, not being less than one year’s rent 
nor more than four years’ rent of the holding, as the arbitrator may 
think proper. 

These provisions apply whether the notice to quit was given 
before or after the commencement of the Act—fixed by the 
Bill as Ist September next—and they secure to the tenant 
compensation a good deal in excess of that provided by section 
11 of the Act of 1908. In a letter to the Times of Thursday 
Lord BLEpIs.or calls attention to the hardship which may 
result. in some cases to the landlord. Conditions of sale, we 
have noticed, are being framed so as to transfer to the pur- 
chaser the burdeus which may be imposed should the Bill 
become law. ‘The Bill is intended to carry into effect the 
report of the Setsorne Committee. In any case it is likely 
to make a great change in agricultural conditions, 


Evidence of Character 


Ir 1s trite law that under the Criminal Evidence Act of 
1898, where a prisoner giving evidence on his own behalf 
attacks the character of the prosecutor or his witnesses, re 
butting evidence of his own bad character may be given. But 
it is generally agreed that a mere imputation of motives to 
a witness by the prisoner is not such an attack, and does not 
justify the adduction of evidence as to the accused’s own bad 
character or previous convictions: 2. v. Preston (1909, 1 K. B. 
568). The principle is clear. But in practice the boundary 
line is somewhat fine. This is illustrated by the very recent 
case of R. v. George Roberts, alias Spalding (Times, 2nd 
November). Here a prisoner accused of stealing the property 
of a woman in whose house he was living alleged in his evidence 
on his own behalf that the woman had quarrelled with him and 
threatened to be revenged on him by liaving him arrested 
Thereupon counsel for the Crown put in evidence of previous 
convictions. This course the Court of Criminal Appeal up- 
held on the ground that the imputation on the character of the 
prosecutrix formed the whole basis of the evidence, so that 
it became a question of character—which of the two was to be 
believed. 


Games of Chance in Court. 

A casp in the Court of Criminal Appeal, where reference 
was made to the obscure game of ‘‘ Crown and Anchor,’ dis- 
closed the interesting fact that none of the learned judges who 





heard the appeal was acquainted with the mode of playing the 
game. Even Mr. Justice Dartine confessed ignorance, but 
not a lack of interest, in the game. Some twenty years ago 
King’s Bench Courts were otherwise constituted. The late 
Lord Brampton, better known as Mr. Justice HAWKINS, was 
a great authority on games of skill and games of chance alike, 
and often displayed his knowledge on the Bench. So was the 
late Lord Russet or Kitiowen- Indeed, thet. learned Chief 
Justice was an inveterate devotee of card games, and a constant 
practitioner at whist in the precincts of the Garrick. Every- 
one knows how, one night, playing with a young Guards’ officer 
as his partner, he displayed signs of impatience at the latter’s 
blunders. ‘‘ Look here, old boy,’’ said the imperturbable 
Guardsman, ‘‘ just remember you are not in your blessed 
police-court now.’’ Lord RussEi.’s reply is not reported, 
but his biographer says he was very much hurt, never having 
suspected before that his manner was rather dictatorial 


Gambling and Mr. Serjeant Ballantyne. 

No counsE. engaged in the Court of Criminal Appeal could 
enlighten the Court as to the precise modus operandi in the 
game of ‘‘ Crown and Anchor,’’ so degenerate in some ways 1s 
the modern Bench. We venture to predict that Serjeant 
BALLANTYNE or MontaGu WILLIAMS would not have been at a 
loss in similar circumstances half a century ago. Indeed, the 
famous serjeant was notoriously given to gambling away his 
fees before he received them. There is a story that he 
took a fee, crossed over to Boulogne where roulette tables 
were to be found, and could only be dragged back to fight his 
client’s case when all his money was lost, by the solicitor dis- 
charging his bill and paying his return fare. When he went out 
to India, in the seventies, to defend the GazEKwar or Baropa 
on a charge of attempting to murder his resident, 
Serjeant BALLANTYNE received a fee of ten thousand guineas. 
He contrived to spend it on the way to Marseilles, and there 
had to be rescued from the clutches of creditors in order to 
continue his journey. At least that is the story, probably 
more picturesque than true Other times, other manners. 











The Limits of Matrimonial 
Agency. 


A qvestion of much interest has arisen in a recent case, 
widely reported in the daily Press, but not likely to be reported 
in the legal Press, inasmuch as the questions raised were not 
the parties entered into a settlement at the suggestion 
of the judge. The facts were these. A married woman had 
left her husband and was bringing against him an action for 
divorce. Alimony pendente lite had been ordered by the 
Court. No order had been made as regards the custody of 
children interim, but the wife had in fact taken away a girl of 
school age, and was retaining custody against the father’s wish. 
In some correspondence between the parties the father had 
undertaken to pay the girl’s fees at a boarding school provided 
he chose the schoo] and had access to the child, but the wife 
had not acceded to these conditions. The mother placed the gir! 
in a good boarding school, which the father considered unsuit- 
able to his means and position in life; he was a licensed 
victualler. The proprietor of the school then sued the father 
for payment of the fees due in respect of his daughter. 


decided 


Now it is obvious that the case suggests a number of points. 
A husband is liable for necessaries supplied to his wife, provided 
he has not already supplied her with necessaries. This liability 
is based on the principle of implied agency. The wife has 
authority to pledge the husband’s credit for her own neces- 
saries, since he is bound to maintain her in the absence of 
some excuse disentitling her to maintenance, e.g., desertion or 
adultery. But, in addition, a wife living with her husband 
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has an implied authority to pledge his credit for all household ! 


necessaries supplied for the use of his family and not already 
provided for by the husband; the authority is based on 
‘‘ agency by estoppel ’’; the husband, so long as he lives with 
his wife, gives her implied authority to bind him in those 
matters: Ruegg’s Commentary on English Law, p. 146. Such 
estoppel, of course, is coincident with a state of affairs in which 
the husband and wife are living together in apparent joint 
dominion over the home. If either separates himself or 
herself from the other, such estoppel plainly ceases to exist 

there is no longer any holding out, although the husband may 
—if at fault—still be liable for the necessaries supplied to his 
wife. In such latter case, however, his liability is manifestly 
based on a different principle. ; 





Now what is the principle which determines a husband’s 
liability for a wife he has deserted or neglected to maintain ? 
In our view, it is based not on agency by estoppel, but on a 
different kind of common law principle. Where A marries B 
each party contracts mutually with the other. If A be the 
husband, he undertakes to supply B with household necessaries 
during proper matrimonia! conduct on her part. He gives her 
an authority to pledge his credit for those necessaries, unless 
supplied by himself. And we conceive that this authority is a 
licence coupled with an interest, i.e., the husband cannot re- 
voke it voluntarily. He cannot terminate except when two 
alternative conditions precedent are fulfilled: either he must 
supply the necessaries himself, or else she must have repudiated, 
by conduct, her matrimonial obligations. ‘The first is a condi- 
tion precedent, the second a condition subsequent. But until | 
he performs the condition precedent, or alternatively until the | 
wife is guilty of conduct which brings into action the condition | 
subsequent, her licence to pledge his credit for her own personal 
necessaries exists and is not defeasible by any purported revo- 
cation of his authority by the husband. 





| 


The above remarks will probably be accepted as a fair state 
men’ of the legal rules as between husband and wife when the 
wife » personal necessaries are concerned. But clearly other 
considerations arise when either (1) household necessaries or 
(2) necessaries for the children arise. A husband, it is sub- 
mitted, cannot be said to give at marriage any irrevocable 
licence to his wife to pledge his authority in respect of either | 
of such classes of necessaries. For such a licence would not be 
coupled with an interest inherent in the wife : the interest in the 
licence, if any, is an interest in-the children, where their neces- 
saries are concerned, and in the husband himself where his own 
necessaries are concerned. If this view is sound, it follows that 
a husband's liability to pay for necessaries supplied to himself 
or his children on the order of the wife, must be confined to 
those cases alone in which estoppel arises, i.e., where he holds 
out the wife as his agent and therefore is estopped from deny- 
ing his agency (Ruegg, p. 147). 


If the foregoing view be sound, then the decision of the 
general point raised in the case we have discussed seems clear. 
Where a wife leaves her husband and takes proceedings alleging 
matrimonial fault against him, then—if he be the party in fault 
—she possesses authority, on the principle of an implied licence 
revocable only in the two cases discussed above, to pledge his 
eredit for her personal necessaries. But: as wife she possesses 
no authority to pledge his credit for necessaries supplied to his 
children; because, manifestly, agency no longer exists. Of 
course, where the court orders a payment of alimony by the 
husband either pending or after judicial proceedings against 
him, and the husband pays this alimony, her authority to 
pledge his credit ceases: if not, he is estopped from setting up 
the alimony order. This, we think, wil] be generally conceded. 


But here another consideration at once arises. Although 
the wife as wife may have no authority to pledge the hus- 
band’s credit in respect of his children’s necessaries when she 
is not living with him in circumstances which rebut the pre- 
sumption of agency, it still remains possible that as guardian 
of his child she may have such authority. This has been 





argued often enough in county court cases, none of which have 


given rise to a reported decision by an authoritative Court. 
And it was argued in the case on which we are commenting. 
But surely such a view is clearly fallacious. A father is not 
liable for necessaries supplied to his child without his order, 
express or implied. The only way in which his liability 
to maintain his child can be enforced is by criminal proceed- 
ings: Shaftesbury Union v. Brockway (1913, 1 K.B. 159). He 
can be prosecuted for neglect to maintain his child in conse- 
quence of which the child becomes a burden on the rates: 
Vagrancy Act, 124, s. 3. He can also be prosecuted 
for neglect to maintain under the Children Act, 1908, even 
when’ the child does not go on the rates, when such neglect 
amounts to statutory cruelty to a child. But the child cannot 
sue its father for maintenance, nor can it pledge its parent’s 
credit—except in cases of implied agency by estoppel or other- 
wise. It seems to follow that its guardian or custodidn cannot 
exercise on its behalf an authority it does not itself possess 
as against its father. 


Now a wife in charge of the home, as we have seen already, 
has implied authority to pledge her husband’s credit, based 
on agency and estoppel, for necessaries supplied to his children. 
For it is presumed that he has given her a ithority to do so: 
but he can by express notice to any particular tradeeman state 
that he has not done so, and in that case the authority at once 
ends. But a wife living apart from her husband and having 
the custody of the children either de jure or de facto is mani- 
festly not his express agent, and so no tradesman, knowing the 
facts, can allege that he supplied the goods to his order under 
the belief that she is such agent; hence there is no estoppel. 
For that reason we are convinced that in-such cases, provided 
the facts are patent to all, there can be no question that the 
wife possesses an authority to pledge her husband’s credit for 
necessaries supplied to his children. To maintain the children 
in such cases she must rely either on alimony arranged for in 
a voluntary separation deed, or on alimony ordered by the 
court, which always takes into consideration her possession af 
the children in giving the amount of alimony. But if the 
husband fails to pay the alimony, either under a voluntary 
separation deed or under a judicial order, he is liable to criminal 
proceedings for neglect to maintain his children: Shaftesbury 
Union v. Brockway (supra) ; Poole v. Stokes (110 L.. T. 1020). 
Even if he does duly pay alimony and the wife to his know- 
ledge neglects to maintain the children he is criminally liable 
for cruelty——a somewhat harsh and unreasonable position, as it 
is not easy to see how in such a case he can interfere (ibid). 

. 


‘But between the cases of a wife living with her husband 
and one manifestly living apart from him there is an inter- 
mediate case. A wife may be living apart from her husband, 
but that fact may not be patent to all the world. She calls 
on tradesmen or school proprietors and arranges for the supply 
of necessaries to her children. Are they entitled to assume 
that she is living with her husband with the consequent implicit 
authority to bind his credit, or are they bound to inquire 
and ascertain the position, or else give credit at their peril? 
The point, of course, arises in the case we are discussing, for 
there the schoolmistress was unaware of the separation. On 
ground of principle we think the answer clear. Agency by 
estoppel only arises where A holds out B as his agent to C, either 
expressly or impliedly. B’s own allegations, express or implied, 
that he is agent or has authority cannot be evidence binding A. 
C, therefore, when B purports to be A’s agent, must take steps 
to find out if B is agent, or rather if he is in a position which 
confers a prima facie agency upon him. So where a woman 
comes to C saying she is A’s wife and authorized to pledge his 
credit, no agency by estoppel arises until A has done something 
which holds her out as such to B. If A is not living with her 
at the time, or has not previously paid her debts to C, it is not 
easy to see how B can show any acts on the part of A which 
have misled him into assuming the existence of a non-existent 
agency. This, we fancy, is the reply on principle to the point 
we have been discussing. 
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Codified Criminal Law. 


Tae subject of a criminal code in England is at present not 
of any great practical interest, and there appears to be no 
likelihood of the draft code prepared in 1878 by the Criminal 
Code Bill Commission being utilized. The draft code, how- 
ever, if of no use in England, was considered of great value 
in many parts of the oversea dominions, and several legisla- 
tures codified their criminal law on the model of the English 
draft code. Thesé oversea statutes thus constitute valuable 
experiments in the working of the draft code, and, when the 
subject of codifying the criminal law is again taken up here, a 
good deal of light will have been thrown on the draft of 1878 
One of the chief objections, it is believed, taken to the draft 
was that it contained a provision (sect. 5) by which offences 
could only be prosecuted under the statute, and ‘‘ not ‘ 
at common law.’’ By sect. 19 the rules and principles of the 
common law only remained in force so far as they rendered 
any circumstances a justification or excuse. It was thought 
that, although purporting to be a mere statement in statu 
tory form of existing law, the abrogation of common law 
offences altogether must almost necessarily result in unex 
pected changes in the law. 

The value of this criticism can-be tested by examining the 
draft code and some of the oversea criminal codes in the light 
of actual criminal cases decided by the Courts here and over- 
seas, and in connection with some particular crime. As illus- 
trations of codes, those of Canada and of Queensland may 
be taken. As an illustration of a particular crime, take the 
crime of murder where death has been caused unintentionally, 
but in consequence of an act of violence done in furtherance 
of a crime of violence, such as occurred in the recent case of 
Rex v. Beard (14 Cr. App. R. 110, 159). 

By sect. 175 of the draft code, ‘‘ Culpable homicide is also 
murder in each of the following cases, whether the offender 
means or not death to ensue, or knows or not that death is 
likely to ensue:—(a) If he means to inflict grievous bodily 
injury for the purpose of facilitating the commission of any 
of the offences hereinafter mentioned,’’ or of escaping, ‘* and 
death ensues from his violence . (c) If he by any means 
violently stops the breath of any person for either of the pur- 
poses aforesaid, and death ensues from such violent stopping 


of the breath. The following are the offences . rape, 

.. robbery ....’’ This provision is reproduced 
substantially both in the Criminal Code of Canada 
(Rev. Stat. 1906, o. 146, s. 260), and ain _ that 
of Queensland (Criminal Code Act, 1899, s. 302), 
but in the case of the latter with some addition. Two further 


cases are added to the three in the draft code, viz. :—‘‘ If the 
ofiender intends to do to the person killed, or to some other 
person, some grievous bodily harm,’’ and ‘‘ If death is caused 
by means of an act done in the prosecution of an unlawful pur- 
pose, which act is of such a nature as to be likely to endanger 
human life.’” The Queensland Code contains an enactment 
corresponding with sect. 5 of the draft code, and has nothing 
corresponding with sect. 19, thus completely abrogating all 
rules of the common law. The enactment (sect. 5 of the 
covering clauses) is: ‘‘ No person shall be liable to be tried 
. «+ + except under the express provision of the code or some 
other statute law. But, as already stated, the Queens- 
land Code has added two more cases of homicide being murder 
to those in the draft code. 

The Canadian Criminal Code reproduces (sect. 16) the pro- 


— 


| is no abrogation of the common law for any purpose, and this 
1s emphasized by a further enactment (in the case of Mani- 


toba, for example) that (sect. 12) ‘‘ The criminal law of 
England as it existed on the 15th July, 1870, shall be 
the criminal law of the Province of Manitoba.”’ The dif- 


ference between the Canadian and the Queensland adapta- 
tions of the draft code is, on this point, that in Canada the 
common law remains in force for the purpose of prosecuting 
and defending criminal acts, whilst in Queensland the common 
law is abrogated for both parposes. With respect to murder, 
} 

however, the Queensland Code has been enlarged as compared 
both with the draft code and the Canadian Code. 

low would a charge of murder, where the death was, in 
fact, unintentiona!ly caused by another unlawful act—the case 
of Rex v be treated under the draft code and the two 
oversea codes referred to? In Rex v. Beard the accused com- 
mitted a rape on a girl, and, to stop her screams, put his hand 
over her mouth, and suffocated her. The defence actually set 
and in the Court of Criminal Appeal 
the direction of the judge at the trial to the jury was held 
to have been unsatisfactory, and to have left the jury no 
alternative but to find murder. The verdict was therefore 
reduced to manslaughter. But the Lord Chief Justice 
said: ‘‘ The appellant killed the child by an act of violence 
done in the course, or in furtherance, of the crime of rape, 
and that constitutes the crime of murder, not of man- 
slaughter.’’ In the House of Lords the conviction for murder 
was restored, there being ‘‘ no evidence that he was too drunk 
to form the intent of committing rape’’; ‘‘ death was caused 
by an act of violence done in furtherance of the felony of . 
rape. Such a killing is, by the law of England, murder.”’ 
With respect to the draft code, it so happens that the very 
case that occurred in Rex v. Beard is provided for. The “‘ act 
of violence ’’ was the placing of the prisoner’s hand over the 
girl’s mouth and suffocating her; violently stopping the 
breath for the purpose of facilitating the commission of rape 
is, if death ensues, made murder by the draft code. Thus, 
under the draft code, had it been in operation, the prisoner 
would have been found guilty of murder. Had the act of 
violence been of another kind, the result might possibly not 
have been the same; apparently, such a case is not expressly 
provided for in the draft code, and the result would depend 
on the extent to which the common law remained in force. 

Under the Queensland Code, common law principles and 
rules being completely abrogated, the case of death being 
caused by an act of violence (other than suffocation, as in 
Rer v. Beard), and s@ amounting to murder, seems to be 
covered by one of the additional enactments already referred 
to, and this same enactment would also cover the Beard 
case, viz., if the act were “‘ of such a nature as to be likely 
to endanger human life.’’ Death by suffocation is expressly 
provided for, as in the draft code,, but, apparently, any other 
act of violence would, but for the additional enactment, not 
have made the killing murder under the statutory code, and, 
if not under the code, the case would not be one of murder 
at all, there being no common law rule or principle to supple- 
ment or support the code. 

With respect to the Canadian Code, as already stated, cases 
not provided for by the code are covered by the common law, 
which remains in full force so far as not inconsistent with the 
Thus, though death by suffocation is, as in the draft 
Queensland expressly provided 
for, death by other acts of would _ still con- 


Bea ra 


up was drunkenness, 


code 
code and in the Code, 


violence 





vision of the draft code (sect. 19) by which ‘‘all rules and 
principles of the common law.”’ are still available as a justifica- 
tion in defence of a criminal charge. 9 


The provision in sect. 5 
of the draft code, though reproduced in the Queensland Code, 
has not found favour with the Canadian legislature, and 
the corresponding enactment (sect. 15) is as follows :— 
** Where an act or omission constitutes an offence under two 
or more Acts, or both under an Act and at common law, the 
offender shall . . . . be liable to be prosecuted . under 
either or any of such Acts, or at common law,’’ Thus there 


| 


stitute murder, as in England, and the doubts and 
difficulties that would be possible under the draft code 
would not arise. This is strikingly illustrated by a recent 
case in Manitoba—Rer v. Elnick (1920, 2 West. Week. R. 
606)—somewhat similar to Rex v. Beard, where the whole 
question was dealt with by the Manitoba Court of Appeal at 
some leneth 

In this case the prisoner was tried and found guilty of 
murder, and a case on a question of law_was stated. The de- 
ceased was a business man who was attacked, whilst carrying 
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money in the street, by the prisoner and other men. The 
prisoner pointed a loaded pistol at the head of the deceased 
man, telling him to hold up his hands. The pistol went off and 
killed the deceased. The defence was that the pistol went off by 
mistake, and the prisoner had no intention of shooting. The 
judge at the trial, in his charge to the jury, used the words: 
. Although his hand physically discharged the weapon, if his 
mind did not go with the act, the shooting did not amount 
to murder, but to manslaughter.” The jury found a verdict 
of manslaughter. The Court of Appeal, however, held that 
a verdict of murder should be entered. It was decided that 
the Criminal Code of Canada was not exhaustive, and that 
the rule still prevailed in Manitoba that a person who, in 
furtherance of a crime of violence, takes the life of another, 
is guilty of murder. The result of the case may be summed 
up by saying that the law on this point is the same in Eng- 
land and Manitoba and other provinces of Canada. The 
doubt, of course, arose by reason of the case not falling within 
the words of the Canadian Code, and of its being uncertain 
whether the common law was in force, and available as a 
supplement to the code. The provisions of the code already 
referted to were cited by the Court, together with the history 
of Canadian criminal legislation and a long series of English 
cases. It was pointed out that Rex v. Beard applied exactly. 
But this was only because the common law was in force, and 
so enabled the English rule of law, as laid down in Rex v 
Beard and other cases, to be applied. The code itself did not 
provide for such a case, but only for the case of an accused 
person intending to inflict grievous bodily harm. Such an 
intention was negatived in Rex v. Elnick, and the code there- 
fore did not cover the case. 

[t is of some interest to notice that, although the Canadian 
Code doee not apparently cover the case of Rex v. Elnick 
unless supplemented by the common law, the Queensland Code 


damages being allowed in English money. But damages represent 
actual loss, and the actual loss is the difference between the dollars 
to be paid the plaintiffs under the contract and the sum they 
actually obtained. Thies quantity of dollars, so ascertained, has 
then to be converted inte English money. But the conversion may 
be made in three different ways. First, the normal par of exchange 
may be adopted, and the pound treated as equal to 4.85 dollars. 
Secondly, the rate of exchange at the date of the breach may be 
adopted. Or. thirdly, one may take the rate at the date of judg- 
ment. This last basis of conversion was accepted by the court 
as the correct one on legal principle, and this seems clearly right. 


Measure of Damages. 


4 very interesting point as to the measure of damages came 
up before Baunacue, J., in Van Den Hurk v. R. Martens & Co. 
(1920, 1 K. B. 850), but here the rate of exchange was not in 
issue. The claimant purchased from the respondents some drums 
of sodium sulphide. They were delivered to him at Manchester. 
but he had disclosed the fact that he intended to export them. 
He did resell them, and they finally reached the ultimate con- 
signees abroad some months later ; congestion on the railways had 
delayed their transit. When opened the contents were found to 
be caustic soda, not sodium sulphide, and the drums were properly 
rejected by the new purchasers as not in accordance with contract. 
It should be noted, owing to the nature of the substance and the 
mode of packing it in drums, it is not possible to open the drums 
for inspection until they are finally about to be used ; as, indeed, 
is normally the case with tinned goods. Now, it is clear that the 
original sellers were guilty of a breach of contract, and the only 
question is the measure of damages. The damage, of course, is 
the loss of his profits on the resale to the middleman at Man- 
for he had disclosed this as the basis of the transaction 


chester, 
to the vendors. But at what date is this loss of profit to be caleu- 
lated? Profits on export varied greatly at different dates during 


last year. The learned judge took the view that the governing date 
is that of arrival at-the foreign port, not arrival in Manchester. 
For the latter date is the first date at which the goods could be 
inspected and rejected after opening the drums. 





would probably have covered it without any such supplemental 
aid. The pointing a loaded pistol at anyone, even without | 
the intention of firing, would surely be an act “ likely to | 
endanger human life,’’ under the additional enactment already 
referred to. ; 

Judged in the light of these oversea codes and decisions 
on them, the criticism directed against the draft criminal code 
of 1878, as unsatisfac tory in respect of its endeavour to make 
the code too nearly exhaustive and exclusive of the common 
law, seems permissible. In later statutes codifying portion: 
of the commercial law, the codifying statute usually. enacts 
that the rules of the common law and merchant law shall 
continue in force so far as not inconsistent with the new 
statute. For instances of this, see sect. 97 (2) of the Bills of 
Exchange Act, 1882, and sect. 91 (2) of the Marine Insurance 
Act, 1906. As recently as July last a case in the House of 
Lords was decided on a point not provided for in the Marine 
Insurance Act: see British d: Fore rqn Insurance Co. v. Wilson 
Shipmng Co. (ante, p. 25). In that case, sect. 91 (2) of the 
Act was expressly referred to, and the question determined by 
the light of case law 





Res Judicatz. 
Damages and the Fate of Exchange. 


SEVERAL interesting cases have lately been heard in the courts 
which raise points arising out of the present fluctuations in the 
various international rates of exchange. The most authoritative 
of these cases, probably, is Kirsch & Co. vy. Allen, Harding & Co. 
(89 L. J. K. B. 265), where the Court of Appeal took a different 
view from Mr, Justice Rocue, the trial judge, on the issues of 
fact, but not on the rule of law. Here a New York company 
dealing in condensed milk sold to British merchants a quantity of 
condensed milk to be delivered during 1918, payment to be made 
in dollars. The defendants refused to accept and pay for a certain 
quantity of this milk. Mr. Justice Rocne found that they had 
committed a breach of contract by so refusing, but on the facts 
he was overruled as regards this by the Court of Appeal. Assum- 





ing, however, that there had been a breach, a question arises as 
regards the measure of damages. A suit in England resalts in 


Anticipatory Breach, 


Another important case on the measure of damages is that of 
Melac hrino v¥. Nickoll a: Knight (1920, 1 K. B. 693), a decision of 
Mr. Justice Barnuacue in the Commercial Court. A question 
which frequently troubles practitioners is the measure of damages 
in cases of anticipatory breach : i.c., where the buyer repudiates 
beforehand a contract the date for the performance of which is 
We may remind our readers that by section 51 
1893. “ where there is an available 
market for the goods the measure of damages ” (for not- 
delivery) ‘is prima facie to be ascertained by the difference 
between the contract price and the market or current price of the 
woods at the time or times when they ought to have been delivered, 
ov, if no time was fixed, then at the time of the refusal to deliver.”’ 
This is clear enough where the breach is coneurrent with or sub- 
sequent to the date of delivery. But when the breach is prior to 
the contemplated date of performance obvious difficulties arise. 
In such cireumstances Mr. Justice Barrnacne laid down a series 
of rules, the basis of which in principle, however, is somewhat 
open to question. First, the buyer, on learning of the seller's 
anticipatory breach by repudiation, may buy against him at once 
without waiting till the date of performance. Indeed, he must 
do so. if it is reasonably in the seller’s interest to do so—a doubt 
ful proposition. If he does not, then the date at which he ought 
to have gone into the market to mitigate damage is the date at 
which damages are to be ascertained. Secondly, he may refrain 
from buying at once (provided such abstinence is reasonable), and 
may sue the seller at once; but the damages must then be ascev- 
tained by reference to the market prices ruling at the date fixed 
for delivery in the broken contract. Thirdly, if his suit comes 
on for hearing before the date of delivery, the court is not bound 
to delay its decision until that date in order to ascertain the ruling 
prices in the market ; it can assess damages now as best it can upon 
any available evidence as to what will probably be the price at 
the future date of delivery. We frankly do not like this third 
rule. which seems to drag in the vicious principle of relying on 
“ probabilities,’ so foreign to our jurisprudence. 


not yet arrived. 
(3) of the Sale of Goods Act, 


Tender of a Br k«r’s Cover Note. 


Everyone knows that slips at Lloyds are given instead of a 
sealed and stamped insurance policy, and that the latter is only 
issued, in normal cases, when the assured desires to sue upon 
policy. He cannot in law sue except on 4 properly stamped 
and it is a point of honour for the underwriter then to 


policy, 
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issue him his policy. Now, under a c.i.f. contract the seller is 
bound to tender shipping documents as against payment. These 
documents should include a marine insurance policy, but it is 
usual to tender only the underwriter’s slip or the broker's cover 
note or certificate of insurance. The reason is obvious. But such 
tender is not a due performance of the contractual obligation 
unless there has been a special stipulation so permitting. This 
has just been held in Wilson, Holgate & Co. vy. Belgian Grain and 
Produce Co. (1920, 2 K. B. 1), which contains some interesting 
observataons on the nature of a broker's cover note and a certifi 
cate of insurance. There is often a stipulation in c.if. contracts 
that the seller, instead of tendering a policy, may tender a certifi- 
cate of insurance with a broker's undertaking to hold the policy 
for the buyer’s account. This stipulation must be strictly per- 
formed. It is nota good tender if the seller tenders the certificate 
without the undertaking of the broker. 


Authority to Brief Counsel. 


A point of importance to solicitors and barristers came before 
the Divisional Court in Rhodes v. Fielder, Jones & Harrison (122 
L. T. 128). Here a country solicitor instructed London agents in 
an ap The agents briefed counsel in the usual way. After 
delivery of the brief the country solicitor revoked his agent's 
authority to pay the fees on the brief, but the agents _ them, 
and recouped themselves out of money belonging to the country 
solicitor in their possession. The latter sued to recover this sum 
as money had and received to his use. The court, however, heli 
that, after delivery of briefs, the authority to revoke payment was 
ultra vires, and that the agents had acted correctly. 





Books of the Week. 


Conveyancing.—Elements of Conveyancing for the Use of 
Students. By Henry C. Deane and Curnperr Seuruine, M.A., 
B.C.L., Barristers-at-Law, with which is incorporated Students’ 
Precedents in Conveyancing. By James W. CLARK, Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 21s. net. 

Digest.—Mews’ Digest of English Case Law. Quarterly Issue, 
October, 1920. Contains cases reported from Ist January to 
October, 1920. By Ausprey J. Spencer, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 


Denny and Mr. Denny, for a term of years expiring about 1998, at a 
ground rent of £1,400, with the benefit of the letting of the shops 
underneath. I hereby beg to offer £75,000 for the property, the price to 
imelude fixtures, furniture, linen, &c., and utensils on the premises 
and in the store-rooms, also goods removed to Messrs. Maple’s reposi 
tory, all of which effects vou will furnish inventories to.me. I am 
prepared to pay £7,500 deposit on signing of formal contract, comple- 
tion to take place fourteen da¥s after you are in a pomtiqn to give 
vacant possession. This offer is subject to formal contract to embody 
such reasonable provisions as my solicitors may approve, and to the 
lease containing no unusual provisions or covenants. Kindly let me 
know that this offer ¢s accepted, and please instruct your clients to send 
draft contracts to Messrs. Collyer-Bristow & Co., 4, Bedford-row, 
as soon as possible.’” The defendants’ agents, Messrs. Yates & 
Yates, replied the same day, saying that they were instructed to accept 
the offer, and would communicate with Major Denny, so that he might 
instruct his solicitors to prepare the formal contract. The draft con 
tract was prepared and sent to the plaintiff's solicitors, who returned 
it approved on 16th September, subject to a few minor alterations, and 
with a suggestion that the defendants’ solicitors should endeavour to. 
obtain a hotel licence for the premises. At a later date, however, the 
defendants refused to proceed further with the contract. The plain 
tiff thereupon commenced this action, claiming specific performance of 
the agreement to sell and damages, or, in the alternative, damages 
for breach of contract tussell, J., held that there was no concluded 
contract between the parties, the effect of the letters being that nego 
tiations were proceeding, but that neither party was bound or. would 
be bound unless and urftil a formal contract had been signed) He, 
therefore, dismissed the action. The plaintiff appealed. 

ue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord STERNDALE, M.R., said that the authorities which had been 
cited were not of much value, as they were on cases in which the words 
used were different, but they were useful as laying down the principle 
enunciated by Lord Parker in Von Hotzfeldt-Wildenhbury vy. Alexander 
1912, 1 Ch. 284) where he said (at page 288) ‘It appears to be well 
settled by the authorities that if the documents or letters relied on as con 
stituting a contract contemplate the execution af a further contract 
between the parties, it is a question of construction whether the execu 
tion of the further contract is a condition or term of the bargain, or 
whether it is a mere expression of the desire of the parties as to the 
manner in which the transaction already agreed to will in fact go 
through. In the former case there is no enforceable contract, either 
because the condition is unfulfilled or because the law does not recognize 
a contract to enter into a contract. In the latter case there is a binding 
contract, and the reference to the more formal document may be 
ignored His lordship read the two letters of 20th August, 1919, and 





& Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). Annual subscrip- 
tion, 21s. 





Correspondence. 


Corpse Ways. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 


Sir,—There was a considerable amount of correspondence and 
information about this matter in about the first five numbers of 
Notes and Queries. I have not the volumes available just now, 
but you may like to turn them up. E. P. Riv ey. 

24, Museum-street, Ipswich, 3rd November. 


[We are obliged to Mr. Ridley for the information.—Ep., S.J.] 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


ROSSDALE v. DENNY. No. 1. 2ist October. 
Contracr—Letrers Berween Parties—Orrer ro Purcuase PrRorerry 
at Namep Price—Orrsr Svussect To PrRePaRaTION oF Format Con 

TRACT—ACCEPTANCE OF OFFER—SUBSEQUENT WITHDRAWAL OF ACCEPT 

aNcae—No ConcLupep CONTRACT. 

An offer was made by letter to purchase property described therein 
at a named ‘price, but, ‘‘ subject to formal contract to embody such 
reasonable terms as my solicitors may approve.” The offer waa 
accepted by the vendors, and negotiations proceeded, a draft contract 
being submitted by them and approved by the purchaser, with minor 


acceptance, and refused to proceed 

Held (affirming Russell, J.), that there was no concluded contract 
between the parties, amd that the purchaser's action for specific per- 
formance must be dismissed. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of Russell, J., upon the 
— whether or not a conchuded contract was contained in letters 
plaintiff, on 20th August, 1919, wrote the following letter to the 
defendant’s agents :—‘‘[ understand that the premises known as 
the Connaught Club, Marble Arch, are held by your clients, Major 








continuing, said that, if this were held to be an absolite unconditional 
offer, there was no doubt that it was also an unconditional acceptance 
The judge below had held that it was conditiouval, and he (his lordship) 
thought that that view was correct. Russell, J., after giving his 
decision, had inquired into the authorities, and had found that in no 
case which contained the words ‘ subject to a formal contract "’ had 
the offer been held to be unconditional He (the Master of the Rolls) 
was far from saying that there could never be a case in which there 
were these words and yet a binding offer and acceptance, but. there 
was no doubt that the words did point to the matter being conditional 
The appellant had relied on the case of North v. Percival (1898, 
2 Ch. 128), but that decisiop had been disapproved of by Lord Parker, 
Neville, J., Russell, J., in the present case, and by the author of 
“ Williams on Vendors and Purchasers.’’ He (his lordship) shared 
those doubts, but he rested his decision on the fact that, looking at the 
plaintiff's letter as a whole, coupled with the fact of his saying, “ I 
am prepared to pay £7,50u deposit on signing of formal contract,” 
Russell, J., was right in saying that the formal contract might contatu 
other terms. If the appellant's contention were right, he might have 
had forced upon him a contract which did not contain provisions whiclr 
his solicitors thought reasonable 

WarRINGTON and Youncer, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—Counse,, Clauson, K.C., and F. H. L. Errington; Nicholson 
Combe (Romer, K.C., with him Souicrrors, Collyer-Bristow & Co., 
Nishet & Co 
{Reported by H. Lasoronp Lewis, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Dvvision. 
HUDSTON v. VINEY. Eve, J 


Morrcacr—Priortrry—Constrective Norice—Nearietnce—No Iw 
guiry ror Deenps—Leoat Estate 1x Porcnaser—Apreat rrom Lanp 
REGISTRY 
{ bank took a legal mortgage from a customer to secure his over 
draft. The principal title deed was handed to the bank, but they did 
not investigate the title. Subsequently tt appeared that there was a 
prior equitable charge on the property 
Held, that the non-investigation of title by the bank was not such 
gross negligence as to deprive the bank of priority. 

Oliver v. Hinton (1899, 2 Ch. 264) distinguished. 

By a registered conveyance of 22nd June, 1888, certain property was 
conveyed to H. Hudston, the consideration being £4,000. On 16th 


19th Oc ober. 
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registered deed to 
, the balance of the original 


ed the property b 


July, 1888, H. Hudston mort 
f? at £1, 


secure £2,500. It was allege 


a money of £4,000, was taken by H. Hudston from the trust. 


unds subject to his own marriage settlement of which he was one of 
the trustees, and by an equitable charge of 4th November, 1889, under 
his hand, he declared that the title deeds of his estate should, subject 
to the mortgage for £2,500, be a security to the marriage settlement 
trustees for all moneys not exceeding £1,500 owing by him to the trus- 
tees, and he undertook when required to execute a mortgage to the 
trustees. On 16th March, 1901, the mortgage of 1888 was paid off, 
and by registered deed of that date indorsed on the mortgage the pro- 
erty was reconveyed to H. Hudston, the documents of title being 
vanded to him. On 5th July, 1902, H. Hudston deposited with his 
bank the conveyance to him of June, 1888, with a memorandum charg- 
ing the property as security for all moneys owing by him to the bank, 
and on 19th August, 1908, he executed a legal mortgage of the pre- 
mises comprised in such conveyance to the bank, but the bank made 
no inquiries as to prior incumbrances or equities affecting the property. 
The claim of the trustees was notified to the bank in August, 1909, but 
the trustees took no further proceedings to enforce the charge of 1889. 
H. Hudston, who had been a trustee of the settlement at all material 
dates, died in 1916. In 1919 the bank, who had been in possession for 
nine years, sold the premises under their power of sale to the tenant, 
Miss Verney, and thereupon the trustees filed a caution at the Land 
tegistry against the registration of Miss Verney’s conveyance. On 
Mth November, 1919; the Registrar decided that the bank had not 
been guilty of gross negligence so as to deprive the applicant of the 
protection of the legal estate, and the trustees now appealed to the 
Court on the question of priority 


Eve, J., said the question was whether the bank’s title was to prevail 
or whether it was to be postponed to that of the trusees of the settle- 
ment. It had been pointed out that. this class of case depended on 


mixed questions of fact and law. Primd facie, the bank had priority, 
but that priority might be lost by conduct which would make it unjust 
That seemed to be the result of the cases, but his lordship did not in- 
tend to lay down any general principle. Prior to the decision in Oliver 
v. Hinton (1899, 2 Ch. 264), it was more difficult to displace the legal 
title by negligence than it was since that decision. In Ratcliffe v. 
Barnard (L. R. 6 Ch. 652), James, L.J., held that in order to deprive 
a man of his legat title he must have been guilty of fraud or of that 
wilful negligence which leads the Court to conclude that he was an 
accomplice in the fraud. But in Oliver v. Hinton (1899, 2 Ch. 264), 
Lindley, L.J., expressed the opinion that James, L.J., had gone too 
far, and added that in order to deprive a purchaser for value of the 
legal estate it was not essential that he should have been guilty of 
fraud; it was sufficient that he should have been guilty of such gross 
negligénce as to render it unjust to deprive the prior incumbrancer of 
his priority. That opinion qualified the statement of James, L.J., but 
it left the question a mere question of degree. Mere negligence was 
not sufficient to deprive a man of his legal title, but he might be so 
careless and indifferent as to disentitle him to priority. In Oliver v. 
Hinton it was held that there was gross negligence in not requiring pro- 
duction of the title deeds. But that case was widely different from the 
present one. Here the bank did get the conveyance to the mortgagor, 
though they did not investigate the title. Where a mortgagee got the 
principal title deed, was he guilty of such gross carelessness as to de- 
prive him of priority? Could it be said that non-investigation of title 
was gross negligence’? It was said that the bank had constructive 
notice of the deed of 1889. There might be something in that argu- 
ment, but there again the question was whether there had been gross 
negligence. In those circumstances it would be carrying the decision in 
Oliver v. Hinton too far to hold that the owner of the legal estate in 
this case was deprived of priority. The case was a peculiar one, and 
almost unique in its circumstances, but the bank had not been guilty 
of gross negligence.—Counser, Russell Gilbert; Baden Fuller. Sott- 
crrors, J'aylor, Hoare, & Jelf, for Fraser & Son, Nottingham ; W hit- 
field, Byrne, & Dean, 
(Reported by 8S. E. Witttams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


° re . “ve 
High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
PERCIVAL AND ANOTHER (Claimants) v. PETERBOROUGH 
CORPORATION (Respondents). Div. Court, 13th October. 
ARBITRATION—E VIDENCE—-ADMISSIBILITY—VALuE or LAND—ASSESSMENT 

Previovs Orrens—AcqQvuisttion or LAND (ASSESSMENT OF Com- 

PENSATION) Acr, 1919 (9 & 10 Geo. 5, c. 57), s. 2, swup-secrion (3). 

Under section 2, sub-section (3), of the Acquisition of Land (Assess- 
ment of Compensation) Act, 1919, any offer for the purchase of land 
made before the passing of the Act is admissible as evidence of value, 
although the agreement in which terms of purchase were embodied 
becomes null and void through an order of confirmation by the Local 
Government Board not having been obtained within the period fixed by 
the agreement. 

Special case stated by an official arbitrator under section 6 of Acquisi- 
tion of Land (Assessment of Compensation) Act, 1919. The facts, as 
taken from the special case, are as follows :—(1) The city of Peter- 
borough desired to acquire about sixty-four acres of land belonging to 
the claimants as a site for carrying out a housing scheme. The scheme 





had been approved by the Ministry of Health, and notice to treat for 
the purchase of the land was served on the claimants under an order of 





the Ministry. (2) Before the order was made, and before the i 
of the Act, the council of the city negotiated for purchase of the 

by agreement, and made an offer for it, which was subsequently m- 
creased, and the increased offer was accepted by the claimants. The 
offer and acceptance were not stated to be without prejudice. A pro- 
visional agreement for carrying out the bargain was entered into between 
the parties, which provided (inter alia) that if the Local Government 
Board, or other Government authority, should not by 6th July, 1919, 
make an order confirming the purchase, the agreement should be null and 
void. No such order was made on that date, or afterwards, in pursuance 
of the agreement, and on 12th July, 1919, the town clerk wrote to the 
claimants to the effect that the agreement must become void, as the 
corporation had found it impossible to obtain the order. (3) Thereafter 
the respondents applied for the appointment of an arbitrator to determine 
the case under the said Act, and he was appointed accordingly by the 
Land Reference Committee. (4) At the hearing before the arbitrator, on 
27th May, 1920, counsel for the claimants proposed to call evidence as 
to the negotiations between the parties prior to the passing of the Act, 
and as to the contents of the provisional agreement; but the arbitrator 
refused to hear such evidence. The claimants contended that section 2, 
sub-section 3, of the Act (which provides that any 6074 fide offer made 
before the passing of the Act that may be brought to the notice of 
the arbitrator shall be taken into consideration by him) applies to an 
offer made by the acquiring authority in the course of a negotiation for 
a purchase by agreement before the passing of the Act, and that the 
arbitrator could_not, therefore, refase to admit such, evidence in this 
case. (5) The acquiring authority contended that the condition as to 
the sanction of the Local Government Board, or other authority, not 
having been fulfilled, and the agreement having become null and void. 
the negotiations, the result whereof it embodied, were also null and 
void, and that the evidence proposed to be offered by the claimants with 
regard to them must be refused. (6) The arbitrator was of opinion that 
as the standard of value established by the Act was that of market 
value to a willing seller, the sub-section could not be supposed to apply 
to an offer made by the acquiring authority in the circumstances above 
stated ; but that it applied only to offers made “in the market,” in the 
ordinary way of business; as offers made under the former circumstances 
could not be taken as evidence of the trne market value of the land. it 
being notorious that such offers, especially before the passing of the 
Act, were affected by considerations other than the amount of the market 
value; particularly by the desire to avoid the expense. uncertaintv. 
and delay involved in settling the question of value by arbitration, and 
the payment of compensation for forced sale. such amounts being 
frequently fixed by a compromise and the conflicting views of the several 
members of a council or committee. Moreover, to admit such evidence 
would be altogether contrary to the practice in snch cases before the 
Act; and it wonld be highly inexpedient (unless the provisions. of the 
Act made it obligatory on an arbitrator to do so) to admit evidence as to 
negotiations previously carried on by the parties with a view to settle- 
ment by agreement, since to do this would tend to check snch negotia- 
tions and make it more difficult to avoid arbitration. (7) On these 
grounds the arbitrator refused to admit the evidence, but stated the 
above case for the direction of the Court. 

Lord Rraprne, C.J.—The official arbitrator refused to admit evidence 
tendered by the claimants of an offer made for the purchase of the land 
in question before the passing of the Act. The arbitrator did not come 
to the conclusion that the land was of little or no value; he treated the 
matter entirely as one of law. If he had admitted the evidence, but 
found as a fact that the land was of little or no value in the circum- 
stances, no doubt he would have acted rightly; but he was wrong in 
deciding, as strict matter of law, that this evidence was inadmissible. 
That question was the only one before the Court. It rested entirely on 
the words of section 2 of the Act. which laid down that the arbitrator 
shall act on certain rules. Sub-section 3 of section 2, the one in 
onestion, dealt with the suitability of the land for certain purposes. 
There was a restrictive provision in regard to that; and then came the 
proviso that any 40nd fide offer of purchase “ made before the passing 
of this Act which may be brought to the notice of the arbitrator shall 
be taken into consideration.”’ It was argaed for the acquiring authority 
that as the agreement had become null owing to not having the approval 
of the Local Government Board, that evidence of a previous offer could 
not be admitted. Unless, however, the proviso were to be construed as 
limited to cases which came within sub-section (3)—viz., as to the 
special suitability of land for any purpose, or for which there was no 
market value apart from the special needs of a particular purchaser, 
this was too limited a view, considering the very wide language of the 
proviso. There was nothing unreasonable in assuming that Parliament 
intended that, if there were a bond-fide offer for the purchase of the 
land made before the passing of the Act. it must be brought to the 
notice of the arbitrator, who was not, however, to give effect @o it, 
thouch he might take it into consideration. The arbitrator was under 
misapprehension in holding as he did and excluding that evidence. The 
case must go back to him to be dealt with by admitting it as a matter 
of law. Nothing bound him to act on it in estimating the value of the 
land. 

Darurme, J., agreed. and Avory, J., gave a judgment to the same 
effect. —Counstt, Jeeves, K.C., and Theobald Mathew, for claimants; 
E. G. Palmer. for Corvoration. Sottcrrors. Bridges, Sawtell & Co., 
agents for Percival 4 Son, Peterborough; Chamberlain & Co., agents 
for W. F. Mellows, Town Clerk, Peterborough. 

[Reported by G. H. KEworr, Barrister-et-Law.] 
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rind ® CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
itly m 
7 The ; . Ch Di . . 

A pro High Court—Chancery Division. 
pet Ween 

rnament ' BRADBURY v. GRIMBLE & CO. (LIM.). Peterson, J. 13th and 
, 1919, 14th July. 

~ shee LANDLORD AND TENANT -~LeAse CONTAINING OPTION TO PURCHASE- 
to th Tenant Hoipinc Over—OptTion NnoT a TERM OF THE TENANCY 
on the UPTION NOT EXERCISABLE BY TENANT HOLDING Over 

reafter Where a lease contained an option to putchase “ at any time six 
ermine calendar months before the determination of this lease,” and the tenant 
by the held over and so became a tenant from year to year upon the terms of 
tor, on the tenancy, so far as applicable, 

mce as 

e Act, Held (1) that the option to purchase was a provision which was outside 
itrator the terms which regulated the relations between the landlord as land 
tion 2 lord and the tenant as tenant; (2) that .the exercise of tt in effect 
made destroyed the tenancy and could not be a term thereof 

ice of Buckland v. Papillon (1866, L. K. 6 Ch. 67), and Woodall v. Cliften 
to an (1905, 2 Ch. 25) applied. 

on for ’ 

at the This was a summons raising the question whether or not an option 
n this to purchase subsisted or was still exercisable by the tenant The 
as to plaintiff had been the lessee under a lease dated 19th May, 1903, for a 
y, not ' term of seven years from 1st June, 1903. There was a proviso in the 
void. | Jease that if the tenant should be desirous of purchasing the un- 
1 and expired residue of the 999 year term for £3,000, and should “at any 
: with time six calendar months before the determination of this lease ’’ give 
1 that to the landlord a written notice to that effect, then he should be the 
arket purchaser for such unexpired residue at that figure. In 1910, as the 
apply result of correspondence, the term was extended for twelve months, 
above and the judge held that the correspondence had the effect of making 
n the the period a period of eight years instead of seven years. At the end 
ances of the eight years the tenant continued in possession, first as a tenant 
nd. it on sufferance, and after payment of rent as a tenant from year to 
f the year. In 1919 the landlords contracted to sell the premises to the de- 
arket fendants, and the tenant then gave the landlords for the first time 
Juby notice of his intention to purchase. 

. and Pererson, J., after stating the facts, said :—In my judgment the 
being result of the cases of Digby v. Atkinson (1815, 4 Camp. 275), Hyatt v 


veral * Griffiths (1887, 17 Q. B. 505), Dougal v. McCarthy (1893, 1 Q. B. 736), 
lence * Morgan v. W. Hartison (Limited) (1907, 2 Ch. 137), and Cole v. 


» the Kelly (1920, 2 K. B. 106), is that a tenant who holds over with the 
F the ¥ consent of the landlord holds over upon the terms of the tenancy 
as to created by the lease so far as they are applicable to a tenancy from 
ttle. | year to year. But that does not mean that he has the benefit of al! 
otia- the provisions of the expired lease, whether they are terms of the 
whese | tenancy or not. The plaintiff, however, contends that the landlords 
the by accepting him as tenant from year to year have entered into a 


contract under which the tenant is entitled to exercise the option in 

ence any year during which he is tenant from year to year if he gives six 
land calendar months’ notice of his intention to purchase prior to the ex- 
ome — of the year of tenancy, and that the option is exercisable as 
z as he remains a tenant from year to year, notwithstanding the 

but | possibility that in course of time the property would very largely 
Increase in value. The real question is what are the terms of the 
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le prt at power 1 ace lingly not an additional or larger power 
wit/ i i? ie? 

Chis was a summons which raised the question whether the trustees 
f a settlement were bound, upon the direction of the tenant for life, 
to apply y money to arise by any ‘sale, enfranchisement, exchange 
or parti and als i il moneys arising under the Settled Land 
Act nm paying for pern improvement as to the tenant for 
life should seem advantageous of the settled lands, without a scheme 
( i¢ f the ( irt, aithough the improvement was not an improve- 
in vithin the Settled Land Acts. By a settlement made in 1901 on 
he marriage of the Duke of Westminster, the Grosvenor estates stood 
lumited to the us f the Duke for life, with remainders over By the 

t ent was declared that, in addition to, and in aid of the statu 
tory powe of g 1 sale, « inchisement, exchange, partition 
and other dispositions, and of investment or other application of capital 
mo! 8, e tenan for life should have amongst other powers, the 
special p s of sa eufranchisement, exchange and partition there 
set out, and a the power to apply any money lo arise thereby in or 
towards permanent improvement of the settled property as to him 
should seem advantageous. There was also a provision in the settle 
ment that capital moneys arising under the Settled Land Acts might 
be applied by the direction of the tenant for life in or towards pay 


ment of any improvement authorized by those Acts without any scheme 
being first approved by the trustees and without any order of the court, 
The tenant for life effected certain permatent improvements, part of 


which t within the Settled Land Acts, without either submitting a 
scheme or obtair ing the order of the Court 

SarGcant, J., after stating the facts, said: It is contended that 
although no scheme is necessary here in the case of an improvement 


authorized by the Settled Land Acts, it is necessary in the case of any 
effected under the special power in the 
nent, because this is an ‘‘ additional or larger power’ within 
tion 57 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and must therefor under that 
section ‘“‘ operate and be. exercisable in the like manner’’ as if con 
ferred in the Act. The answer to this is that the power to effect 
permanent improvements contained in the settlement is not a mere 
extension of the powers in that respect given by the Act, but a separate 
and independent power. Under section 26 of the Act the position as 
to improvements is that a tenant for life who desires to effect them 
out of capital money mnst submit a scheme to the trustees, who have 
power to sanction or refuse it. Here, under the express words of the 
power in the settlement, the tenant for life is placed in the position of 
dominus. This is not an extension of any power in the Act, *there- 
fore any necessity for a scheme is done away with as regards money 
to arise from a sale, enfranchisement, exchange or partition under the 
preceding powers in the settlement Further, under section 21 (11) of 
the Act of 1882, capital moneys arising under the Act may be applied 
} 


other pe manent mprovemert 


settle 








“a § tenancy under the lease which are applicable to a tenancy from year 
ble to year, or, in other words, what are the terms regulating the rela- 
a tions between the landlord as landlord and the tenant as tenant which 
Leer are to be treated as incorporated in the tenancy from year to year. 
: In my judgment an option to purchase the reversion and so destroy 
= the tenancy is not one of the terms of the tenancy. It is a provision 
‘the which is outside of the terms which regulate the relations between the 
—_ landlord as \landlord and the tenant as tenant. This view is sup- 
Ing by the observations of the learned judges in Buckland v. 
hall illon (1866, L. R. 2 Ch. 67) and Woodall v. Clifton (1905, 2 Ch 
rity ). In my judgment the option in the present case is a matter 
oval wholly outside the relation of landlord and tenant, and therefore is 
ruld | not one of the terms of the original tenancy on which the lessee held 
i as the property when he became tenant from year to year. The result 
the | is that this option is not now exercisable.—Counset, Hughes, K.C., 
no ead Church; Cunliffe, K.C., and Devonshire. Sortcirors, Norris. 
‘er, Allens, & Co., for Norris 4: Sons, Liverpool: Golding, Hargrove, & 
the Golding. 
4 [Reported by Liowanp Mir Barrister-at-Law.) 
~ Re THE DUKE OF WESTMINSTER’S SETTLED ESTATES. THE 
in PUKE OF WESTMINSTER v. THE EARL OF SHAFIESBURY. 
"he Sargant, J. 23rd July. 
ter Serriey Lanp—Power ror Tenant ror Lire ro EmMpLoy Carrtan Moneys 
the “as TO Him SHALL SEEM ADVANTAGEOUS ’’—“ AppITIONAL OR LARGFR 
Powers ’’—Sancrion or Trustees—Setriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
me Vier. c. 38), ss. 21, 26, 56 ann 57. 
ts 5 Where a settlement contained a power to the tenant for life to apply | 
0., money arising by exercise of special powers in such improvements “‘ as | 
nts to him shall seem advantageous,”’ such a power is not a mere extensian | 


of the powers in that respect given by the Act, but a separate and in- 


in anv other mode in which money produced by the exercise of a 
power of sale in the settlement is applicable thereunder.’ They also 
are applicable accordingly under the special power without the necessity 
of a scheme.—Counsen, Maughan, K.C., and Baden Fuller; Cleveland 
Stevens: Grant. K.C.. and Harman; Bryan Farrer SoLicrrors, 
Roodle. Hatfield. 4: Co Bensons, Curric, Williama, & Co. ; Nicholl, 
Var / d- Co 

(Reported by Leonamp Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 

Mr. Just Sankey, in directing a jury at Lincoln Assizes on 29th 
October to acquit Ruby Hollins, aged 15, who was indicted for the 
manslaughter of her newly born child, said ‘It is one of the most 
distressing cas¢ t has been my misfortune to hear since I became a 
judge It was mentioned that the girl in a distracted state rushed 
into the water at Elsham, picked up the child, and, while suffering 


from shock, dropped it, and it was drowned. The judge also said that 
if the father of the child could be found he could be sent to prison 


for a good many years 
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Societies. 
Bristol Incorporated Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the Council, presented 
at the fiftieth annual general meeting of the Society, held on the 11th 
Oct. 
Legislation.” ‘The Council desire to call attention to the following Acte 
of Parliament which have been passed during the last year, namely :-~ 
Industrial Courta Act, 1919; Sex Disqualification (Removal) Act, 1919; 
County Courts Act, 1918; National Insurance (Unemployment) Act, 
1919; Trade Marks Act, 1919; Patents and Designs Act, 1919; Work- 


men’s Compensation (War Addition) Amendment Act, 1919; Profiteer 
ing (Continuance) Act, 1919; Union of Benefices Act, 1919; Housing 
(Additional Powers) Act, 1919; Old Age Pensions Act, 1919; Merchant 
Shipping (Amendment) Act, 1920; Public Utility Companies (Capital 
Iasues) Act, 1920; National Health Insurance Act, 1920; Profiteering 
(Amendment) Act, 1920; Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest (Re- 
strictions) Act, 1920; and Finance Act, 1920 
War Memorial.—A roll of honour, the gift of the Council, has been 
placed over the fireplace in the library, containing the names of Bristol 
d solicitors and articled clerks who served in the war. There is a first 


killed or died 
and thirty 


list of eight solicitors and five articled clerks who were 
on service, and below a list of sixty-two other 
three other articled clerks who served 

Legal Education.—A grant of £75 from the Law Society was made 
this year for this purpose to the Bristol and District Board of Legal 
Studies. Courses of lectures—the first since the war—were given as 
follows :—Four for senior students, by Mr. A. M. Wilshere, M.A., 
LL.B., namely, two on Real Property; one on Torts, Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893, and Bills of Exchange Act, 1882; and one on Company 
Law, Bankruptcy and Bills of Sale; and three by Mr. E. W. W. Veale, 
LL.B., Lond., intermediate students on Real Property; Title; 
Civil Injuries, Equity, etc. A course on Criminal Law and Evidence, 
arranged to be given by Mr. A. M. Wilshere during Easter Term, had 
to be cancelled. there being insufficient final students available. The 
total number of students attending these lectures was twenty-two 
Two attended from Bath, and two were Bar students, the 
eighteen being local students. For these there were 
about twenty-three local articled clerks to draw from, so that 
number attending was quite satisfactory It is hoped that 
as more students are available, these lectures will as popular 
and as well attended as before the war 

During the twenty-four artieled clerks from Bristol 
the examinations of the Law Society, of whom fourteen passed the final 
three both the legal and book-keeping portions of the 
intermediate, and seven the book-keeping portion only. Mr. J. Boham, 
articled to Mr. H. C. P. Day. and Mr. A. C. Curtis. articled to Mr 
H. Pomeroy, both obtained third-class honours at the final examination 
held in April this year 

Deaths of Members 


solicitors 


for 


remaining 
only 
the 


as soon 


lectures 


hecome 
pasaed 


year 


examination, 


The Council regret to have to report the deaths 


of the following :—Mr. T. Holmes Gore, a past-President of the 
Society and a Member of the Council, 1908 1919: Mr. Chas. Miller, | 
a Member of the Council, 1885-1889; Mr. W. Saville George, Mr 
Peregrine Hammonds, Mr. F. J. Harris, Mr. H. C. Pershouse and 
“Mr. Walter Watts é 
Members of the Council.—The Members of the Council retiring by 


rotation are Mr. C. E. Barry, Mr. A. C. Castle and Mr. J. N. C. Pope 
In pursuance of the power given them by the 4th Article of Associa 


tion, the Council nominate Mr. C. E. Barry for re-election 
The Law Society. 
LEGAL PROCEDURE IN LITIGATION BETWEEN CROWN 


AND SUBJECT 

The following is the paper read by Mr 
at the recent provincial meeting of the Law Society, of which we 
a brief summary jn our report of the meeting (ante, p. 30) 

My object, in this paper, is to call attention to a be anch of the law, 
until recently regarded, by the general practitioner, as one rather of 
antiquarian interest than of any practical importance. Before the war 
he was seldom consulted about it, but nowadays Government activity 
has taken so many forms that, sooner or later, most people in business 
are brought into conflict: with some Government Department or other, 
and find it desirable to take legal advice as to rights or obligations 
arisine out of transactions with the Government. Apart from this, the 
attention of the profession has been specially directed to the subject 
by the recent judgment of the House of Lords in the case of Attorney 
General vy. De Keyaer's Royal Hotel (Lamited), when the Crown appealed 
against the decision of the Court of Appeal in a petition of right 
presented by the hotel proprietor. The contention of the Crown, in 
that case, was that the owners of an hotel taken over, during the war, 
bv the Government for administrative purposes, were not entitled to any 
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compensation in law, but must accept'such sum as might, out of public 
funds, be awarded by the Defence of the Realm Losses Commission, a 
Commission appointed by the Government. The Crown claimed that 
possession had been taken by virtue of a prerogative right of the Crown 
to make use, during the exigencies of war, of any premises without 
any legal obligation to pay compensation in consequence, if the damage 
done to the property, - the Crown’s possession, was by the Crown 
made good. The respondents claimed (1) that there was an implied 
contract to pay a reasonable rent, and (2) that under statute the 
respondents were entitled to payment of such rent by way of com- 
pensation. The House of Lords decided that there was no implied con- 
tract, as. there was no consensus between the parties on which to found 
such a contract ; but that the respondents were entitled to compensation 
by statute, any original prerogative right having been merged in the 
higher statutory right. 

Although the issue was thus narrowed down to the question whether 
there was an obligation, on the part of the Crown, te pay compensa- 
tion in /aw, the case throws a good deal of light upon the rights vf » 
the subject as against the Crown, and the proper procedure for ascer-” 
taining such rights; and it therefore seems an opportune time to offer * 
some.observations on the law and procedure in litigation between Crown 3 
and subject, with the object of suggesting amendments in both. Speak- 
ing broadly, the principle of English law is that all actions against the Bere 
Government must Be Lines against the King, and that the King 99% not g¢ 
can only be sued with his own consent. I use the word Government, es of Co 
as I propose to confine myself to actions by or against the King in §jptecedure in 
his public capacity, as head of the State. There was some discussion There is, 
in yD Keysera case as to the exact scope of petitions of right, and Lord #j@formation 
Dunedin, in his judgment, expressed the opinion that a petition of nded on 
right will lie (to use his own words) “ when, in consequence of what Crown 
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has been legally done, any resulting obligation emerges on behalf of mpel the 
the subject.”’ No petition of right can be founded on a tort. In tort, the Infor 
the only remedy is against the servant of the Crown who has com- Crown | 
mitted or authorized the tort, so that, in the De Keyser case, Af the require { 


taking possession of the hotel amounted to a trespass, the suppliants Crown 


would have had no case against the Crown. This principle is founded es, and | 

on the juristic Postion of sovreignty. The King, being Sovereign, an indef 

cannot be sued in the ordinary way, but may, consistently with his ds nimsel 

dignity and sovereign rights, consent to a dispute between him and a tinue the 

subject being referred to the ordinary Courts for decision, and he may This form 

consent to act on such decision, subject to appeal to a Higher Court, if : —— 
or, 





his advisers are not satisfied with the judgment of the Court of First 
Instance. 

The yay ago procedure for bringing suc h an action is, therefore, a 
petition to the King praying that right or justice be done. Hence the 
process is called a petition of right, and the King’s consent to it is 
evidenced by the fiat of His Attorney-General, which may be an 
absolute fiat, or a fiat subject to conditions. Without such fiat, the 
petition cannot be brought bofore the Court. Before the war, the fiat 
was granted, almost as a matter of course, whenever there was any 
reasonable foundation for the petition; but the Attorney-General was, 
nevertheless, under no legal obligation to give his fiat, and, since the 
the fiat has, I understand, been freouently refused in claims for 
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compensation, similar to that made in the De Keyser cas?: , the C 

In refusing his fiat in such cases, the Attorney-General acted quite eS 
reasons 


consistently. The Government, with the object of keeping down exces- 
sive compensation for property commandeered during the war, claimed 
to have taken possession under Royal Prerogative, without liability to 
pay compensation as a matter of right, and they appointed a Commis- 
sion to advise them what payment shoyld in reason be made for the loss 
suffered by’ owners of affected property. It was therefore not unreason- 
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able, pending a decision of the House of Lords in the De Keyser case, 

to refuse to grant a fiat, when the petition raised the same question ey me 
of principle. The refusal to grant a‘fiat. however, brought home to rough ii 
the profession the legal consequences of the procedure by petition of ; imply 2 











right, which were not thoroughly realised. so long as fiats were 
almost as a matter of course. In cases where the vrocedure bv petition 
of right applies. the question submitted to the Court is what is the 
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legal © ong eng of legal acts. In a case founded on tort, the 
ect claims that he has been injured by a wrong committed by the 

or one of his servants. 
be maxim of our law is that the King can do no wrong, nor can 
authorize wrong to be done. It follows, therefore, that the King 
gannot be sued in tort, but his ministers or other servants of the 
frown, who have actually done or authorized the commission of the 
fwrong, are personally liable, and can be sued-im the ordinary courts. 
No servant of the Crown, however exalted, can justify a breach of the 
w for reasons of State. As every act done by the King, in his public 
gapacity, is done through a minister or other servant of the Crown, 
e is always someone who can be made responsible for any infringe- 
ment of the law. This rule of law effectually protects the subject 
fagainst oppression by the Government; it is the foundation of our 
iberties ; but it provides no legal remedy when the culprit cannot be 
Miscovered, or is not worth suing. This want of an effective remedy 
in law has, in practice, given rise to less hardship than might have been 
pected, because the Crown has in many cases cx gratia paid com- 
pensation, out of public funds, to a plaintiff who has succeeded in 
ining judgment against a servant of the Crown. The following 
from Mr. Lowell's excellent: book on ‘‘ The Government of 
gland,”’ explains very clearly the difference between our law and 
that of most Continental countries: ‘‘ The peculiarity of the English 
stem is that it does not recognize in theory any obligation on the part 
the State to compensate the citizen, but it enables the ordinary Courts 
to deal with any infringement of the law by Government officials, how 

ever highly placed. 


gubject of rights and duties, has never developed in this country. On 


the Continent, generally, the State may be sued directly, so far as its | 


business dealings with its citizens are concerned, although not in respect 
p the exercise of its political authority.” 
1 will now turn to the remedies of the Crown against the subject. 
The*King, in suing a subject, can use the ordinary procedure, but he 
y, and in practice always does, avail himself of special prerogativ> 
Wemedies in order to recover Crown debts (see Robertson, p. 2) The 
employed to recover ordinary debts is what i. called a Latin 
Information, because the information was originally composed in that 
fanguege. When that form of information is used the proceedings 
ommence, under ordinary circumstances, with a writ of subpena, 
bling the ordinary writ of summons; but in cases fcr the recovery 
penalties under the Customs Acts, when the Commissioners of 
oms think it necessary, a writ of capias may be issued under whic! 
e Sheriff arrests the defendant and keeps him in custody until he has 
aiven bail for payment of the Crown's claim. I ought to add that this 
writ can only be issued under the direction of the Attorney-General, 
d on the fiat of a Judge. Apart from the writ of capias (used only in 
exceptional cases), the main objection to this form of process is that 
% is not governed, except to a very limited extent, by the ordinary 
es of Court, but by rules made years ago under Acts dealing with 
ocedure in Crown cases. 
There is, however, another form of information called the English 
ormation, which is open to much more serious objection t is 
nded on the old Chancery practice. The Information, setting out 
Crown case, is accompanied by interrogatories so drawn as to 
mpel the defendant to answer on oath all the allegations contained 
the Information (see Robertson, p. 234). When these are answered, 
s Crown is entitled to contend that the answers are insufficient, and 
require further answers. 
me Crown may then amend the petition, and deliver fresh interroga 
es, and may go on objecting to answers and amending the petition 
an indefinite time until the defendant, unless a man of lane means, 
ds himself compelled to come to terms with the Crown rather than 
itinue the litigation (Robertson, p. 242). 
This form of information has been chiefly employed in disputes about 
ownership of foreshore between the Crown and Lords of the 
(Manor, although used also in claims for account against defaulting 
government cfficials. Mr. Moore, in his well-known book on the fore 
ore. complains very bitterly of its oppressive character, and Mr 
Mobertaon in his excellent book on procedure in Crown cases admits 
t this procedure by English Information is open to abuse, and has 
from time to time very much abused, particularly in litigation as 
the ownership of the foreshore. There is no doubt that the legal 
isers of the Crown attach great importance to the English Informa- 
fon as a prerogative remedy to be used in exceptional cases, and it is 
orth while to try and understand why they do so. There are obvious 
antages in this inquisitorial form of procedure when the Crown is 
ing claims against its own defaulting officers, but, apart from such 
es, the Crown wishes also to preserve the same remedy for other 
putes; for example, as to the ownership of the foreshore, and this 
reasons fully explained in a memorandum prepared by Sir Thomas 
Warrer for the Board of Trade, the body in which the genera) rights 
the Crown in the foreshore are vested. These reasons are as follows : 
® general rule of law is that primd facie the foreshore belongs to 
Crown, and if any subject claims it he must prove an express grant 
fom the Crown, or give evidence of user from which a lost grant may 
implied. In fact, there are few grants in which the foreshore is 
ipressly mentioned, and, therefore, whether the grant of the manor 
borough is in existence or not, evidence of user is required, either 
D imply a lost grant, or to interpret the existing grant. The question 
p the evidence of user is sufficient for either of these purposes 
@ difficult one, and the tendency of an ordinary jury on a question 
this kind is to find against the Crown in cases where a more impar 


The conception of the State as a Corporation, the | 


If the Court finds the answer sufficient. | 


stances, the advisers of the Crown feel it their duty to take advantage 
of a prerogative remedy which enables the Crown to make a good bar 
gain on its own behalf, or, in other words, on behalf of the public. 

There are at the service of the Crown other remedies to meet 
special cases, as, for instance, when the Crown claims treasure trove 
or property belonging to an intestate who has left no heir-at-law or 
next-of-kin, but it is not necessary for the present pur »s to consider 
these.. When a judgment has been obtained by the Crown against a 
subject, such judgment may be enforced by special remedies} not applic- 
able in litigation between subject and subject. For example, a writ of 
extent instructs the Sheriff to seize at once the body, lands, goods and 
choses in action of the Crown debtor. I do not propose to describe 
these remedies at length, as nowadays they are seldom used; but they 
are available, and may be used, if the advisers of the Crown consider 
it advisable so to do. In addition to making use of special forms of 
procedure, the Crown possesses certain privileges which give it a great 
advantage in any litigation with the subject. For instance, the rule is 
that time does not run against the King, nor is he prevented from 
bringing an action by the laches of himself or his servants. He is 
entitled to select the place of trial in all proceedings against him, he 
is not bound to give discovery; and Crown debts have priority over 
ordinary debts 

Such, in rough outline, is the law and procedure governing litigation 
between the Crown and the subject. No amendment would be satisfa 

vhich did not give the ms. vel without obtaining the consent of 

the Government, a rnght of action in tort as well as in contract. That 
would involve the abolition of petitions of right. The technical diffi 
culty of suing the Sovereign weak be overcome by suing the head of the 
particular Government Department concerned, or some other officer of 
poeies for the purpose as nominal defendant. The object 
fiect of suing an officer of the Crown as nominal defendant, 
instead of suing the King, was fully considered and discussed by Mr 
Justice Phillimore in his judgment in the case of Graham v. His 
Majesty's Commissioners of Public Works and Buildings (1901, 2 K. B 
781). In this action, brought by a Government contractor against the 
Commissioners for breach of contract, the Crown objected that the 
Commissioners could not be sued, as they had entered into a contract 
on behalf of the Crown, and apart from Crown property had no 
property to satisfy a judgment against them, but the Court decided in 
favour of the plaintiff. Mr. Justice Phillimore in his roger ten 
pointed out the peculiarities of actions of this kind. In his view, 
the defendants were incorporated to enable them to sue and be sued, 
without complying with the formalities necessary when a subject is 
seeking redress from his Sovereign; but he also pointed out that any 
judgment obtained against the Commissioners was declaratory only. 
and that no execution could follow upon it, because there were no 
moneys out of which damages could be paid except moneys provided 
by Parliament for the purpose 

Mr. Robertson disagrees with this decision on the ground that in 
corporation without a specific statutory provision does not make servants 
of the Crown liable té be sued, but he agrees that it ig competent 
for Parliament to create such liability, and there are already statutory 
| provisions of this nature. Under a section of the Merchant Shipping 

Act, 1876, the Secretary of the Board of Trade may be sued by a ship 
owner for damages for wrongful detention of his ship. The words of the 
section are*that an action “ for any costs of compensation payable by 
| the Board of Trade this section may be brought against the 
Secretary thereof by his official title as if he were a corporation sole.” 
The fact that the Sec retary of the Board of Trade is eued by ordinary 
writ of summons does not deprwe the Crown of its special privileges 
| In an action under the above section the Courteof Appeal allowed the 
Attorney-General’s claim to change the venue under the prerogative right 
of on the ground that the Secretary of the Board of Trade 
was ued as representing one of the departments of 


State 

By one of the Post Office 
| master-General and his succe 
seal, for the purpose of enabling him to hold and transmit lands and 
hereditaments for the service of the Post Office, and he may sue and 
be sued as such body corporate in respect of such lands and heredita 
ments. The device of making an officer of the Crown a corporation 
sole, who may be sued as a nominal defendant, gives the subject a 
right of action in the Courts, without obtaining the 
fiat of the Attorney-General, the time reserves 
to the Crown all its special privileges. I that the special 
remedies of the Crown to recover judgment and enforce execution should 
be aholished, or at any rate confined to exceptional cases. if it should 
be found on careful consideration desirable to retain them in any cases 
In regard to the special privileges of the Crown in litigation, these 
should be carefully con idered. and such of them as are not clearly 
required for the protection of the public should be abolished. 
must be protected when the discovery of Crown 
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prejudicial to public interests. This is already 
recognized in the procedure adopted when a Crown servant is sub 
peenaed to produce Crown documents It may be a question whether 
the Crown should be bound by all the restrictions imposed upon private 
litigants by Statutes of Limitation or by the ordinary rule as to laches; 
and there are grounds for contending that, in cases where a Crown debtor 
has not sufficient assets to pay all his creditors in full, Crown debta 
should have priority I think the right to change the venue should be 
given up, as the Court can protect the Crown when necessary. All 


documents might be 





tribunal would find in favour of the Crown. Under these circum- 


these questions of privilege should be dealt with on their merits. 
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After all, the Crown. represents the community, and the right of 
individuals must, when necessary, give way to the rights of the State 
What is objectionable is a prerogative right, founded merely on ancient 
precedent and not required in the public interest 

The question naturally arises, why have the existing rules of law 
or procedure been tolerated so long. The answer is that in practice 
they have not worked such injustice as might have been expected. 


There has been no practical difficulty in bringing disputes under 
Government contracts before the Courts by petition of right, because 
in such cases, the Attorney-General granted his fiat almost as a matter 
of course Claims arising out of torts have been comparatively rare 
because the Government has not, as a rule undertaken work which 
required the employment of large bodies of men. When such claims 
have arisen, there was frequently an indirect remedy by suing the 
official who committed the tort. The Government was bound to protect 
its servants, and could not allow officials to be ruined through pay 
ment of damages incurred by obeving instructions or by acting on the 
advice of the Law Officers, so that damages awarded against them 
were paid out of the public purse Even when the.servant had no 
claim for indemnity, the advisers of the Crown were often, prepared 


; 


to pay compensation ¢z gratia At the wet, there was always a pos 


sibility of obtaining redress by Parliamentary pressure or by an appeal 


to public opinion through the Press Chis accounts for the delay in 
reform, but the reform cannot be indefinitely postponed Circum 
stances are changing, and the change makes reform more urgent The 
more work the Government undertakes, the more men they must employ, 
and the more accidents giving rise to claims for compensation are likely 


to occur. No doubt there is at present a certain amount of reaction 
against Government control ; but there is no prospect of going back to 
the former state of things when the Government did not: carrv on 


business on its own account, but merely exercised a general supervision 
and control In this state of affairs, what was required was not a 
remedy against the Crown for injur sustained in the carrying on of 
Government work, but protection against illegal acts on the part of 
Government officials, and this protection the existing law was idmirably 
calculated to give 

We cannot reasonably expect that a Government will willingly 
undertake to change the present system—a system which, however 
difficult to defend on prin iple h is worked fairly well In prac tice. It 


will naturally argue that there is a danger that the remedy may prove 
worse than the disease, and, at any rate, to make the necessary changes 
will involve a great deal of trouble and take time which is required 
for more urgent tasks. There is one point which is sure to weigh 
with the advisers of the Crown, and that is that the present system, 
whatever may be its defects, does in fact protect the public against 
the tendency of juries to favour the individual at the expense of the 
State: whereas, if the gates are thrown freely open to litigants, claims 
against the State will multiply, and an additional burden will be thrown 
upon the taxpayers. Some protection will therefore have to be pro 
vided againgt excessive claims, and this will be a task of some difficulty 
in a country that attaches such importance to the right of trial by 
jury. It is much easier to give full rights of compensation in a country 
where a system of administrative tribunals prevails, and where these 
tribunals may be depended on to keep down excessive claims 

If I am correct in my opinion, that no Government can reasonably 
be expected to initiate the necessary reform, the question remains 
whether the time is ripe for this Society to take up the subject 
seriously and put pressure upon the Government to do what is 
necessary. I hope that this paper may at least serve the purpose of 
providing a convenient opportunity to discuss the whole matter 








Companies. 


The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited). 

lt is announced that the allotment of the 25,000 shares offered by 
the above society will take place on the 16th inst., and that the number 
of shares which have been applied for exceeds 42,500 





Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Stupents’ Desatina Soctety.—At a meeting of the society, held 
at the Law Society’s Hall, on Tuesday, 2nd November (chairman, 
Mr. C. P. Blackwell), the subject for debate was: ‘‘ That in the 
opinion of this house the law and the manner in which justice 


is administered in this country unduly favours women against met 
Mr. Raymond Oliver opened in the affirmative Mr. F. Burgis opened 
in the negative. The following members also spoke Messi a. ¥ 
Chadwick, H. M. R. Pothecary, Ivan Horniman, H. Baron, W. J 
Orton (visitor), M. C. Batten, Peter Anderson, D. E. Oliver, W. § 
Jones and A. C. Dowding. The opener having replied, the motion was 
lost by four votes. There were twenty-four members and three visitors 
present 





The freehold and part leasehold property, Nos. 232 and 233, High 
Holborn, and 1, 2, and 3, New Turnstile, W.C., has been sold privately 
by Messrs, Edwin Fox, Burnett ‘and Braddeley 





| Harold Hartley Wilberforce will continue to carry on the said business 
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Mr. Joun Srratrorp Duepare, K.C., Recorder of Birmingham, ang 
chairman of the Warwickshire Quarter Sessions, died at Avonside] 
Barford, near Warwick, on 28th October, at the age of 85. 

Mr. Dugdale was the second son of the late W. 8S. Dugdale, of Mere 
vale Hall, Atherstone, and Blythe Hall, Coleshill, who for some vearg 
represented a Warwickshire constituency in Parliament. He wis be é 
educated at Eton and Merton College, Oxford, and was called to the poy 63 
Bar of the Inner Temple in 1862. He went to the Midland circuit, but coal He > 
his principal practice was at the Parliamentary Bar. He took silk aay a vee 
1882 From 1874 to 1877 Mr. Dugdale was Recorder of Grantham, oe 
wid in the latter year he accepted the Recordership of Birmingham, In the 
an appointment which he held until his death. In 1883 he was elected Advocate, 
to the chairmanship of the Warwickshire Quarter Sessions. He was ty (Sco 


chairman of Warwickshire County Council for thirty years, and als . pect “e y 
served on the County Education Committee, of which he was chairmag in ry ' 
until 1902. Mr. Dugdale represented the Nuneaton Division in Parlix. ee and 
ment in the Conservative interest for six years from 1886, but he wag peed, & . 
| ty } : : eae ~ rent at her insté 
not a keen party politician. He was Chancellor of the dioceses of ont. aff 
Worcester and Birmingham. Take ent 


In 1890 Mr. Dugdale married Miss Alice Carlton, daughter of Gene —Mr. Hoy 


H A Carlton, of Clare, Tipperary, and there was one daughter of the was confin 
marriage unable to 
English hv 
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Appointments. 


Mr. A. Cuartes Knicat, Under-Sheriff of the City of London, has 
been appointed clerk to the Ancient City Guild of Gold and Silver 
Wyre Drawer n succession to the late Mr. Wynne E. Baxter, J.P, 
D.L me 

Mr. Bryan Farrer has been elected a Bencher of the Honourable 
Society of Lincoln's Inn in succession to the late Mr. James Danglat 
Walker, K.C 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Goprrey Wriitiam Pacer Metior, and Heprey Farrnrutt, Norris Wooday No 
solicitors (Busk, Mellor & Norris), 45, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London Deaday ..... 
W.C. 2. Oct. W . Wedn-siay 

Turopore Gopike and Bertram pe Quincey Quincky, solicita rE 
(Mackrell, Maton, Godlée & Quincey), 21, Cannon-street, E.C. Dee. 34 
1919 

Joun TatHam Ware and Harotp Hartiey Witserrorce, solicitor 
J. T. Ware & Wilberforce), 1, New-street, York. Aug. 31. The said 










under the style or firm of ‘‘ Ware & Wilberforce.’’) 
[Garette, Nov. 2 





General. ty 

It is announced that the Lord Chancellor continues to make good pro Hy 7 pa 
gress towards recovery, and the medical reports as to the loca malady before No 
| are entirely satisfactory. His medical advisers, however, forbid his their debt 
return to work for the present in order that he may regain his strength, egy Fe 
which has been impaired by his illness, and may avoid any risk of § required, | 
relapse. It is anticipated that he will return about the third week ticulars of 
in November. Beastse PA 
At the Essex Assizes, on Monday, two men indicted for setting fire send their 
to hay stacks in the Ongar district were found not guilty. Both pleaded obo 
: , ; ° § RNCASTLE 

that the fires were accidentally caused by throwing down matches whi mend in ¢ 
they were smoking near the stacks. Mr, Justice Avory said :—I really to Luens | 
think it would be an improvement in the law if it were made a punish Ami Bros 
able offence for people to light pipes and cigarettes in the vicinity of Rotman t 
hay stacks and other stacks. Eurctroyti 
There was considerable discussion on Wednesday at the meeting of aed parit. 
the Federation of County Agricultural Executive Committees at Wee ineutinter 
minster on the Agriclture Bill, now before the House of Commonf Wittuams & 
on the Report stage. Lord Bledisloe presided. A resolution was unani ; aleea, n 
mously carried that ‘‘ It is undesirable that local committees should bé Snes Bly 
given power to order the ploughing up of permanent grass land, are requit 
that the Federation should make representations to the Ministry o particular 
Agriculture accordingly.” mans, 1 
Two motions, says the 7'imes, which came before the Divisional Cow Msowestem 
on 29th October relating to alleged professional misconduct by solicite poe moe 
were of interest in that one was the last application under the Solicita rd. liquid 
Act of 1888, the other the first application under the Solicitors Ack Curraxkana 
1919. Under the Act of 1888 the Law Society must report cases cha — De 
misconduct to the Court, which alone had the power to strike off wall, lige 


| suspend a solicitor; under the 1919 Act the Law Society has power 
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“girike off the rolls, subject to a right of appeal to the Court. In the 
frst phe Mr. Albert Eiward Lodge was ordered to be suspended for 
V¢welve months and to pay the costs of the motion, for misappropriation 


ofa client’s moneys. In the second case the appellant gave notice that 
he abandoned his appeal against the order striking him off the rolls. 
The appeal therefore stood dismissed with costs. The Hon. 8. 0. Henn 


| Collins appeared for the Law Society in both cases Solicitor, Mr. E. R 


Cook. 
In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, replying to Major Barnes 
and Mr. Kiley, Mr. Lloyd George stated that the Government intended 


Sto introduce a Bill in fulfilment of their pledge to nationalize mining 


royalties during the present session, but owing to the trouble in the 
éoal industry the Department had been prevented from dealing with 
it. He hoped, however, that it might be possible to introduce tl 
Bill early next session 


f 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Mr. T. Morison, ord 


Advocate, moved the second reading of the Married Women's Pre 
perty (Scotland) Bill. He said that in Scotland a wife was still sub 
+ to the husband's right of administration, and all transaction 
m regard to her separate estate, with a small exception, required his 
consent. The husband must be called to any suit in which she was 
sued, and in general his concurrence was required to any action raised 
at her instance. The Bill removed from married women all disabilities at 
present affecting them in regard to their own estates, and placed them 
m the same position as married men were in regard to their estates 
—Mr. Hogge welcomed the Bill.—-Sir F. Banbury asked why the Bill 
was confined to Scotland. Why was a Scottish husband who was 
unable to maintain himself to be supported by his wife, whilst an 
English husband was not’?—Mr. Morison said that under the law of 
England a woman who had an estate was bound to free the parish from 
the maintenance of her husband. Under Scottish law a married woman 
had been under no such obligafion.—The Bill was read a second time 





Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. EMERGENCY — ~< Court Mr. Justice Mr Jusihe 
Rota. xO. 1 Eve SARGANT. 
Monday, Nov. 8 Mr. Jolly Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Borrer Mr. Bioxam 
Tuesday ...... U..arch Horrer Bhloxam, Synge 
Wednesday.... 10 Leach Bloxam Synge Jolly 
| Tharesday .... 11 Goldschmidt Synge Jolly Chareh 
Mabeneoce Be borrert Joliy Charch Leach 
Waturday .... 13 Bloxam Church Lach Goldschmidt 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice P.0, Mr Justice 
-s ASTBURY PRTERGON, LAWRENCE RUSSELL. 
Monday Nov. 8 Mr. Sy ge Mr. Jolly Mr. Church Mr. Leach 
Toeday...... 9 Jolly Chureh Leach Gowechmidt 
Wedn-siay . 10 Charch Leach Goidsch vi tt Borrer 
j dace, a8 Leach Goluschimidt Borrer Bbloxam 
"Pees: Goldschmi It Borrer Kloxam Synge 
Giterday .... 13 Borrer Bioxam Synge Joliy 
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Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOOK COMPANIES 
Liwitep rs CHAancerr 


London Gazette Fripar. Oct uy 


Associatep Beitprns, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Nov. 30 } 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or ms, to 
Henry J. Allen, 37, Surrey-st., Sheffield, liquidat 
sant Co., Lap. (In Votrsxrarny Ligcipation Creditors are r ire 
before Nov. 5, to send in their names and addresses nd the p rticulars of 
their debts or claims, to Harold Edward Moore and Ernest Vincent Staff, 4) 
Bedford-row, liquidators 

Gotvex Eacie Aviation Co Lrp In Vourxtary Ligripstiox Creditors are 
required, on or before Nov. Lj, to send their nan “ul addresses, an i ur 
ticulars of their debte or « ims, to James Henr Pontefract. 3. York-«st Me 
chester, liquidator 

Caanies Parker (LoNpoN Lrp.—C redit r r hefore Dee. 1 
send their names and addresses nd the irt r gir delyt r 
to H. Kidson, 111-113, Queen Victoria-st., liquidat 

Horxcastiz Lauxpry <o., Li Creditors € required ' for D 4 
send in their names aml addresses 
to Lueas & Sharpe, 4 and 6, West-st., Be i juidators 

Amit Bros., Lap.—Creditors are req ‘ ' re N wy ‘ 
names and addresses. and the part ur ft < t to J 
Nathaniel Nutt, 12, The Strand, De puidator 

Eirctenotrtric Ca, Sraixs & Portves Lrp Ix > ‘TION ‘ 1 
are required, on or befor Then 16 t eond ft t nar i lrews 
and pafticulars of their me, to Redolwh I. Vareden 5 W ite Street-hid 
liquidator. 

Wittums & Travers, Lrp.—Creditore are requ red, r before N a7 el 
in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims. to J 
Alfred Satterfield Hassal, 6, Lord-st., Live rpool, liquidator F 

Oommenctat Exectrical Accessories, Lap. (1x Vouuxtany Lierrpatiox.)—Creditor 
are required, on or hefore Nov. 36, to send in their names and midresses, and 


particulars of their debts or claims, to Norman Bell, 79, Wool Exchange, Cok 
man-st., liquidator 
London Gazette.—Tcespar, Nov, 2 

Mionestum Cutornipe Co. Lap (In Votewtary LIQUIDATION.)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec. 3, to send in their names and addresses, and the 
names and addresses of their solicitors, to L. M. Wilson, 344. Buckingham Palace 
rd., liquidator. : 

Omrnaxana Tea Estarts, Lrp. (Ix Ligvipatioy.)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dee. 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Ernest Clarke Myring, 742-7434, Snlisbury-house. London 


wall, liquidator. 









Farurzs’ Civs Room Co., Cumci~“am, Lrp.—Oreditors are required, on or befare 

Deo. 15, to send in their names and addresses, and full particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Marcas Hazlewood, Midland Bankohmbrs., Cheltenham, 
} 





































iquidator 

fe cetieees uw Merat Oo r Ix Vor sey Ligurpation.)—Creditore are required, 
n or bef Dew to send their nar and addressees, and the names an 
sddlresses ‘ on tors. to Basil BE. Mavi \Jderman'e House, Bishopagate 

Gov: IN VOLUNTARY ¥) ‘ : { tors are required, on or before 
Nov. BO, t t ' ! und particulars of their debts 
‘ ! to G t ( ' ton, Ga, ¢ joory-lane, liquidate: 

FALLS WORTH , | r tors , or before Nov. 90, to send 
" r debte or claime, to 
bar Gat H ’ 0 ) t ear Manchester, liquidator 

H Th 4 ¢ wfore Ds 8, to eond 

debte or clayme, to 

{ ot Lop “i. 4 Bire ' wu 
No ‘ j 7 OCiAs | , 4 tor ’ equ dad, on ofr 
\ ) t : . t ticulars of their 
“ } | rd Derby, 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
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THE HOSPITAL FOR SICK CHILDREN, 
CREAT ORMOND STREET, LONDON, W.C, 1. 


ENCLAND’S GREATEST ASSET IS 
HER CHILDREN, 


HE need for greater effort to counterbalance 
the drain of War upon the manhood of the 
Nation, by saving infant life for the future welfare of 
the British Empire, compels the Committee oi rhe 
Hospital for Sick Children, Great Ormond Street, 
London, W.C. 1, to ma most earnestly for increased 
support for the National work this Hospital is 
performing in the preservation of child lite 
The children of the Nation can truthfully be said 
to be the greatest asset the Kingdom possesses, yet 
the mortality among babies is still appalling 
Fok 68 years this Hospital has been the 
means of! saving or restoring the lives and 
health of hundreds of thousands of Children, and 
of instructing Mothers in the knowledge of looking 
after their children 
£15,000 has to be raised every year 
to keep the Hospital out of debt. 
Forms of Gift by Wil to this Hospital can be 
obtained on application to— 
JAMES McKAY, Acting Seeretary. 
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Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Ctatm. 
Turspar, Oct. 2% 





London Gazette 


Bats, Wittiam Romsox, Ryhope, Durham, Local Government Clerk. Dee. 1. W. H. 


Hoy» Sunderland 


BAaxten, NATHANie! Redhorough, Gloucs. Nov. 30. Winterhbotham & Sons, Stroud. 
Beproup, Sesanxau, Selly Park, Birmingham. Nov. 390. Evershed & Tomkinson, 


Birmingham 

BRroavavnst, Kare, Lowfieldrd., West Hampstead. Dec. 6 
2, Bond-~<t., Walbrook. 

Brxe, Lady Ettsasern Hewarerra ALicr Chester-sq. Dec. 6 
Lincoln's Inn-fields 

Cans, Mitonep Hawwan, St. Helier, Jersey. Dec. 15 
35, Bucklersbury 

OmexnnalLlL, Hevex, Ide, Devon. Nov. 23. W. Linford Brown & Sons, Exeter. 

OLason, Anraun Brrant, Vancouver, B.C. Dec. 28. Geo. W. Bower, 26, Old-bldgs 
Lincoln's Inn 

(tans, Etizaserm Jane, St. James's-rd., 
Brabant, 12, Gray's Inn-sq. 

Ctané, Bamsaka ANNA Mary, Upper Tooting. Nov. 30. Fredk. A. Brabant, 12 
Gray's Inn-sq. 

CLARKE, Saves Peter, Ermington, Devon. Nov. 26. ©. R. Serpell, Plymouth. 

Comer, Cuantes, Cobham Park, Surrey. Dec. 1. Stileman & Neate, 16, South- 
ampton-st., Bloomsbury-sq. 

pe Bevry, Evoews Francois Onantss, Paris, Forwarding Agent. Dee. 1 
M. Jeboult, 9, Walbrook. 

Down, Joww Stantey, Plymouth. Nov. 26. Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 

Dvtrie.p, Saman Ann, Coalpit Heath, Gloucs. Nev. 9. Gwynn, Onslow & Soare, 
Bristol. 

EDwantns, Sttina Etrza, Gloucester-rd 
son & Dale, 1, Hare«t., Tempk 

Epwarps, Lixa Manton Rice, Osmington 
Dorchester 

EVANS, James, Southport, Lancs. Nov. 24. A. J. Mawdsley, Southport. 

Fantey, Thomas, Scarborough. Nov. 25. Medley, Drawbridge & Co., Scarborough 

ewe, Ettanon Ann, Ilford, Essex. Dec. 11. Langford & Redfern, 84, Queen 
 ictorin-st 

FRienp, Tuomas, Rochdale, Mechanic. Nov. 27. Fripp & Son, Oldham. 

Ganrson, Henny, Walsall. Nov. 1. E. Irwin Miller, Walsall. 

GitL, Evwarp Peren, Wanstead. Nov. 26. ©. Grochel & Co., 63, St. Martin’s-le. 

Hair, Joux Smita, Overseal, Derby. Nov. 20. Dewes & Musson, Ashby<de-la 
Zouch 

Hamitren-Suaw, Sara Dortrs Inewe, Churton-st 
Redfern, 84, Queen Victoria-st. 

Hane, Witttam Hener, Eccleshill, Bradford Ney. 30 Albert V. Hammond 
Bradford. 

Hinwxtey, Jasez, Uxbridge, Tailor. Nov. 23. Edwd. Jas. Garner, Uxbridge 

Hoipen, Eitzasetn, South Shore, Blackpool. Dec. 17. J. & E. Whitworth, Man 
chester. 

Hrprs, Jans, Sheffield Nov. 37. Howe & Co., Sheffield. 

Isaacs, MaATitpa Jane, Ryde, Isle of Wight. Nov. &. Chas. G. Vincent, Ryde 

Jereucy, James Buasck, Waterloo, near Livérpool. Dee, 2. Norton, Clare, Higgins & 
Hagger, Liverpool 

Jom, Epwarp Artuvn, Upper-st., Islington. Nov. 20. Matthew J. Jarvis, 4, 
Finsbury-sq 

Jones, Henny, Lytham, Lancs. Nov. 12. Lonsdale & Grey, St. Annes-on-the-Bea. 

Lames, Ateret Geamay, Birchfields, Birmingham, Manufacturer. Nov. 3. Ever 
shed & Tomkineon, Birmingham 

Lewis, Biizasera, Ilford. Dec. 1. Robinson & Bradley. 7, King’s Bench-walk 

Littte Sertiuvs, Hoddesdon, Herts., Showman. Dec. 15. Longmores, Hertford 

Mansa, Joux, Teignmouth. Dec. 10. Alsop, Stevens, Crooks & Co., Liverpool 

Marvow, Joun~ Groner, Netherley, Pietermaritzburg, Natal, 8.A. Dec, 7. Michael 
Abrahams, Sons & Co., 5, Tokenhouse-yd 

Meraresst, Euwa Manta, Plymouth Nov. 26. C. R. Serpell, Plymouth 

Moneos, Mary, Goole, Yorks. Oct. 30. W. T. Silvester, Gook 

Mospitcutan, Haroorune Niswas, Eastbourn Nov. 3%. Donald MeMillan & 
Mott, 11 and 12, Clement’s-la 

Norris, Sanan, Victoria Park-rd., South Hackney De 1. Hallow 
Bedford-row 


Farrer & Co., 6, 


Sewell, Edwards & Nevill, 


Upper Tooting Noy. 30 Weedk. A 


Francis 


Finsbury Park. Nov. 30. Foulger, Robin 


Dorset. Dec. 11. Symonds & Sons, 


Pimlico. Dec. 11. Langford & 


« & Carter, 39 


Nontos, Rev. Groner, High Wycombe, Piwenting Minister Ik . Duffiekl 
Bruty & Co., Broad Street-av 

<Y Newt, Hues, Birkenhead. Nov, 2. Evans, Lockett & Ce Liverpool 

Panxtwson, Taomas, Thornbury, Bradfor Nov. 20. Albert V Hammond 
Bradford 

Ssorn, Fanny, Rochdale, Lancs. Nov. 19. Th ms & Sankey, St. James's-pl., St 
James's st. 

Stawanp, Caruentne Ross, Worple-rd Wimbledon Nov. B Theodore Goddard 


& Co., 10, Serjeants’ Inn 
Serevent, Evrtnouam Wrtison 


mouth. 
Sosrr, Sanan ANN, Southampton. Nov. 18. Wm. Easton & Sons, 45, London Wall 


Sreruens, Saran ANNE, Liscard. Nov, 29. Miller, Taylor & Holmes, Liverpool 

Stevenson, Groner James, Elma-rd.. Clapham Park, Commercial Traveller 
Nov. 390. Gardner & Hovenden, 3, Laurence Pountney-la. 

Srocken. Eira, Gotham, Notts. Dec. 1. Sydney Mitchell & Chattock, Birmingham 

STRICKLAND, THOMPSON, Clifton, Bristol. Nov. 26. Fairfax Spofforth, Bristol 

Tuomrson, Wtitiam, Jun./ Newbold Verdon, Leicester, Farmer. Nov. 23. Watts & 
Bouskell, Nuneaton 

THomrson, Witt1Mm, Jun., Newbold Veéerdon, Leicester 
Bouskell, Nuneaton. 

Tonnome, Horatio Tertetmasxo, Willesden Green, Merchant 
Kemm & Co., Old Broad-st 

Wreas, Kate, West Kensington 

Woop, Wretms, Carshalton, Lavender Grower. Dec. 11 
Queen Victoria-st ’ ‘ 

Wriemr, Watten Vivian Newcastle-upon- Tyne Electrica) Engineer Nov. 2 

~ “Walter, Molineux, Newcastle-upon- Tyne 


Bridestowe, Devon Nov. B. (¢ R. Serpell, Ply 


Farmer Nov, 23. Wattsé 
Nov ». Cameron 


Dec. 4. Le Brasseur & Co., Newport, Mon 
Langford & Redfern, M 


London Gazette..Frivay, Oct. & 


Last Day or Ciaim 


Assorr, Samvtt Mitrorp, Hartley, Plymouth. Nov. 29. ©. R. Serpell, Plymouth 
Autexw, Grones Hexnr, Chipping Norton. Deo. 17. Wilkins & Toy, Ohipping 
Norton. 
ANpersow, Sanam, Barnes Wateon & Wateon, 15, Christopheret., 
Finsbury. 
Awsett, Mapouiwe Jewner, Leighton Bussard. Nov. 87. Snow, Fox, Higginson & 
, 7, Great St. Thomas Apostle. 


Dec, 21 
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Linklaters & Paines, 


Nov. 6, 192¢ 








Biante, Josernive Eatzasera Rost, Richmond Hill, Hants. Dee. @& Cu 
ck M 48, Ch 


Ty- . 
Biers, Marcos Samvum, Sloane-sq. Dec. 1. Peacock & Goddard, 3, Soa 








Crastret, Agoita, Lidget Green, Bradford. Nov. 30. Albert V. Hammond 
Bradford. 

Davits, Jouy Evans, Newcastle Emlyn, Carmarthen. Nov. 2. Roy Evans 
Jones, Neweastle Enttyn. . 

DeitANO-OsporNe, ANN Sorta GovLD, Boscombe, Hants. Nov. 3). Coward & 
Hawksley, Sone & Chance, 30, Mincing-lane. 

Fawcrtt, Mary Exiza, Eastbourne. Nov. 25. Hingley & Roll, Eastbourne. 

a Saami, Hexham, Oarting Contractor. Nov. NM. George A. Dixos, 

exham. 

Garpinen, Tomas JoLian, Eastbourne. Dec. 11. H. D. Littlewood-Clarke, 49y 
Buckingbam-st., Strand. A 

Grirritns, ArTHcr Jomn, Sheerness, Licensed Victualler. Dec. 3. Gibson 42 
Wekion, 27, Chancery-lane. 

Hopesox, Emma Frances Ciara, Dulwich. Dec. 2. Roney & Co., 43, New Broad, 

Howninere, ANtox, Hamburg, Germany. Dec. 13. Pearce & Nicholls, 12, New<t, 
Lincoln's Inn 

Istson, Arrucr Coit, Menston-in-Wharfdale. 
Bradford. 

Jouysonx, Ricninp, Walton,“Liverpool, Wheelwright. Dec. 10. Banks, Kendal, 
Taylor & Gorst, Liverpool. 

JOuNstTove, Feepericx, Torrington-sq., Tobacconist. Dec. 15. Watkins, Pulleyn & 
Ellison, 6, South¢q., Gray's Inn. , 

Kriten, Atexanper, Sandown, Isle of Wight. Dec. 6 Kearsey, Hewes & Wilkia OP 
son, 1084, Cannon-st 

Kerson, Evizasere Bupp Curusert, Hove. Dec. 1. Downer & Johnson, 488, Salix 
bury House, London-wall i 

LANG, Lavra. Bude, Cormwall. Dec. 10. Gurney & Craven, Bude, N. Cornwall. ’ 

LARDrILI, Tomas Francis, Tokenhouse-yard. Nov. 30. Slaughter & May, I 


‘] 


Deo. 9. Hutchinson & Son, 


Austin-friare. e 

Lonesorrom, Josern, Sandal, Wakeleld. Deo. 7. Wm. & T. 0. Dickinson, Wake 
e . 

Marsianp, Witt Epwanp, Hove. Nov. 2. Cockburn, Gostling & Oockbura, 
Erighton 


Mitts, Groner, Kirdford, Suseex. Nov. 30. Oapron & Sparkes, Guildford. 

Mirroy, Epwarp Moss, Birmingham, Estate Agent. Deo. 15. Geo. L. Pricg 
birmingbem. 

Moorueap, James Henny, Malvern, Victoria, Australia, Club Proprietor. Nov. & 
Burton, Yeates & Hart, Surrey et., Strand. 

Morris, AnpREw, Fawley, Southampton. Deo. 1. Pearce & Keele, Southampton, 

Pankx, Ricuarp AsraBamw, Norwich, Gas Engineer. Nov. ®. Herbert Goodahild 
Norwich. 

Pearce, Annir, Sidoup, Kent. Dec. 1. J. Kent, 5, Frederick’spl., OKd Jewry. 

Kawystey, Fesrvs, Bradford, Managing Director. Dee. 9. Hutohiason & Sons, 
Bradford. 

Roorrs, Wiitte, Loughton. Nov. 30. Attwater & Liell, 110, Bishopegate. 

Rowr, Manne, Folkestone. Dec. Ll. A. D. & L. J. D. Brockman, Folkestone. 

Russsir, Saran Anes, Redland, Bristol. Dec. 7. Benson, Carpenter, & 
Williams, Bristol. 

Scates, THomas, Scarborough. Dec. 2. Medley, Drawbridge & Oo., Searborough. 

SHaw, Mettor, Upper Clapton. Dec. 10. Leonard, Bimgham & Sharp, 5-7, Moo 
lane 







Stops, Northampton. 


pavement. 
lcoxer, Joser# Wiitram, Purley, Olerk. Nov. 30. Hogan, Hughee & Townsend, 
7, Arthur-st., London Bridge. 
Vexwner, Arncuie, Bexley Heath. Dec. 17. J. E. S. Hickey, Bournemonth 


London Gazette.—Tursvar, Nov. 2. 
Last Day or Cearm. 
Fowler, Langley & Wright, Wolver- 


BaLpwisx, Harorp, Welis, Somerect. Nov. 3. ; 
hampton. 

Beorsy, Many Etrzasere, Willesden. Dec. 7. W. E. Wilkinson, #44, Hedford-row 

Bennett, Frep, Derby, Hotel Proprietor. Dee. 8. J. & W. H. Sale & Son, Derby. 

Bown, Rors, Keswick. Dee. 1. Halton & Soal, Carlisi. 

Bows, Dinan, Keswick. Dec. 1. Halton & Soal, Carlisle. 

Buieos, Jomun James, Clitheroe, Lancs, Solicitor. Dec. 2%. Baldwin, Weeks & 
Baldwin, Clitheroe. 

Cuamerns, Groner, Leeds, Grocer. Deo. 1. Middletons, Leede. ‘ 

CuarMax, Groret, Cheleea. Dec. 7. G. F. Wilkins, Merkham House, Kiwg's-rd., 





purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, works of art, bric-d-brac, § 





speciality.—Apvrt.] 


Valuers, and will be glad to advise those desiring valuations for any q 





Gray's Ina. A 
Cawstox, Epwix, Cobham, Surrey. Deo. 10. Kingsford, Dorman & Oo., 3, tt Xe 
st., Strand. : 2 
OmvcRLY, AvsrrT EDwsep, Causton-rd., Highgate, Iron Merchant. Nov. 30. Stankgg H‘pes. Cmal 
Evans & Co., 20 and 22, Theobsld’s-rd., Bedford-row. Gait, § 
Cones, Neways, Lanercost-rd., Tulse-hill, Manager of Brixton Theatre. Nov, | Parcemas, \ 
Kingsbury & Turner, 369-371, Brixton-rd , Q 
Ontcor-Cotmons, Wiittam Barwick, Cadogan-pl. Jan. 1. Smythe, Btahes 4 | faenis, Baa 
Birmingham. was ’ 
Cook, Atrzep, Nottingham. Nov. 30. Arthur Barlow & Son, Nottingham. } own, youn 
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Soorr, James 


Tyne. 
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Dealers. 
Gutssriz, To 
' Ord. Oct. 


Moscnowas A 
Merchant. 


Snort, Atrrep Wiittay, Wilmslow, Chester, Commercial Traveller. Nov. 2 
Atkinson, Saunders & Co., Manchester. Nicnoisox, J¢ 
Sucrttewortn, Joserem Hanianp, Barcelona, Spein. Nov. 3. Beoke, Green & Pet. Oot 


WParxrs, Cnas 





Stupson, WitttaM Briporman Brrpormay, Wetherby, Yorks Dee. 6. Cunliffe, ~. 
P Blake & Moesman, 4, Chancery-lane. bury. Pe 
SNELLING, James, Southbourne, Hampshire. Nov. 27. Kingabury & Turner, 346% 9 Prarss, J. 8.. 
$71, Brixton-rd. Court. Pé 
Srencer, Rosanna, Coveney, Cambridge, Farmer. Nov. 2. Hall & Campbell, Ely, Purtxerr, W 
J 1 Nov. 30. T. Broomhead, Taunt so teen 

Sranprast, James, Teunton. Nov. 30. . Broomhead, Taunton P 
Swax, Tuomas, St. Mary-axe, Merchant. Dec. 1. Chamberlayne, Hacking & Co, Romers, ALY 
45, Parliament-st.,” Westminster. Newton, 1 
TOMLINSON, W1iLL1AM, Walthamstow. Nov. 30. G. Houghton & Soa, 63, Finsbury Pet. Sept. 
‘Suventox, | 


4 Edmonton 


forsr, Jour 
sale Drap 
iM. 


OWnirenvan, J 


Pet. Aug. 
Whsox, Epw 
Scarborou; 
‘Worreyvey, J 
Pet. Oct. 
Wrioent, Jom 
Pet. Oct. 


Arrenmas, 81: 
11.30. Off. 


Chelsea. 4 

Par: 
VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Mens pou 
Policy Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effects. Pro- @ turer. Oc 
perty is generally very inadequately ineured, and in case of loss insurers a Wolverhan 
suffer accordingly. DEBENHAM, STORR, & SONS (LIMITED), @ “Cycle ¥ 

26, King-street, Covent-garden, W.C. 2, the well-known valuers and beroagh. 
chattel auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of Expert Brvowais. 2 
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; guncar, Preene Avreep Maxie Sr. Paci, 
“a, -row. 


Furrcure, Rosert Rovaty Rawcturr, Chiswick. N 
, Chorley, Lancs. 
Sgcrviem, Arice Mavp, Weston-super-Mere. Nov. 30. 
Mare. 
| Hewes, Cuanices Srpexmam, Lyons, France. Deo. & 
Gait, @, Aldermanbury. 
p Barcus, Wiitum, Balham Park-rd. Nov. W. Pott 


130, Queen Victoria-t. 
fienis, Bearrice Apa, Hove. Deo. 15. 


Hanenave, Marr, Gosforth. Dec. 9. 


Hows, Jonw Atsret, Bath. Dec. 13. W. T. Ohesterms 


France. Deo. 1. G. 


Abbott & Hudson, 9, 
Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle-ypon-Tyne 


W. Grice Hutchin- 


ov. 2. Staston 


Grey & Co., Weston-super 


Biddle, Thorne, Welsford & 
er, Sendford & Kilvington, 
Fenchurch-st. 


un & Sons, Bath. 


& Sons, 


EQUITY AND, LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 


‘ ESTABLISHED 1844, 
| DIRECTORS. 
Chairman—John Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard 
James Austen-Cartmell, Esq. 
Alexander Dingwall Bateson, Esq., K.C. 
John George Butcher, Esq., K.C., M.P. 
| Edmund Church, Esq. 
Piilip G. Collina 


Stenh 


P Taylor, Req 

Allan Ernest Messer, Esq. 

The Rt. Hun. Sir Walter G. F. Phillimoce 
Bart., D.C. L. 

a a Murray Pollock, K.C., K.P. B 




















Jacxsoy, THomas, Thornton Heath. Dec. 10. W. Wilberforce Jackeon, Croydon wd ae Crookenden, Esq. Ch cies R. Riv Req 
. . 2 , - rt 1 igton, ad 
Jscoss, Hetena, Mile End. Nov. 18. Albin Hunt, 35, Akigate. Charles Reker DA par Esq. Mark Lemon Romer, Esq., K.C. 
Kuvr, Emtty Sazan, Paris, France. Dec. 1. G. W. Grice Hutchinson, 3, Bed John Roger Burrow Gre ry, Esq. The Hon. Sir Charies Russell, Bart. 
Yord-row. } L. W. North Hickley, | Francis Minchin Voules, Req. 
fawnrncr, Epwinp, Cheltenham. Nov. 90. Brydges, Mellersh & Mellersh, Chel. | AFehibaid sa cant ~ wichias Oharies ws Esq. 
tenham d SXCE , « «w 5,000,000. 
. 
iixtucor, James, Workington, Buiklers’ Merchant. Dec. 4. Paisley, Faloon, Skerry _All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Whole Life and Endowment Assurances 
Highet, Workington. | without profits, at exceptionally low rates of premium, 
Mansontsanus, Laves, Arundel, Sussex. Dec. 6. Farrer & Co., 66, Linooln’s Inn W. P. PHELPS, Ma or, 
fields. ager, 
Marxarpv, Ricwanp Isaic, St. Peter’est., Hackney, Cabinet Manufacturer. Deo. 15. | 
Woodroffes, 30, Eastcheap. - oP “ x - Z Sikes, Nev, Saddleworth, Joiner. Dew. 1. E. Rowbotham, Oldham 
ercates, Sanam, Kirkby Stephen, /estmore , rocer. Nov. 26. 4) lam . . . i 
M Son, Kirkby Stephen. P | ume. fusureen Evtzasetu, Cavendish-sq. Dec. 6. Boxail & Boxall, 28, Ghancery 
STO Ww fork Dec. 7. and, Nettleship & Butt, 4, 
ge Ok ag By r esh ip Pecnazes, Axmie, Rainhill, Lanes Deo, 15 Brockbank, Helder & Ormrod. 
Lite naven 
7 J i “kd Jk so ecks ‘Yolcloug) 
ie aoe Sees, Baa, ee ae, ae, em, ELEN _— rice, Witttam Mason, Brixton Dew > Allen, Edwards & Oldfield. 16. East 
ie 3 ‘ cheap , Rast 
. ‘ ¢ | 
| Sstomoyvs, Hexny Hyman, .Bayewater-rd Dec. 10 Emanuel & Simmonds, 23, Warerton, Faepeatcx. Islinct a : 
j N, c shington, Journeyman Tailor, Nov, 30 g 
Finsbury-sq. . . Finebury-pevement Lat hor v. 30. H. M. Gowing, 41, 
2° —e Fenham, Newcastle. Dec. 9. Cooper & Goodger, Newoastleaipon WensLey, Walter Witttam, Bristol. Nov. 15. Salisbury, Griffiths & White, Bristol 
\ tev. Jomw © ae alop ‘ 

“Smsr700K, Eansst Manx, Bookhams Chert, Surrey. Dec. 15. Abbott & Hudson, \V MALL, v. JOHN OLeraane, Hopesay, Saloj Nov. 30. Marston & Sone, Ladlow 
9, Fenchurch-st. WILLIS, Mary, San Remo, Italy. Dec. 14: Francis A. Rudall, 48, Watling-st 
Sasipnaxs, Amos, Liancarfan, Glam. Nov. 14. J. A. Hughes & Co., Barry. ieee James, Boltondy-Bowland, Yorks, Innkeeper Dec. %. Baklwia 

Sourav, Witt Epwarp, Hyde Park. Dec. 10. Evans, Rendall & Oakeshott, 3, eeks & Baldwin, Clitheroe 
Johnet., Bodfard-row Woorroy, Josrra, Hyde, Cheshire Nov. 33. Brooks, Marshall « Moon, Hyde. 
- — re a 
—_—_—__ SE 
! 
B k i N ti KNotT, Eomunp Victor, and Wattrer Lestir WILKINSON, | London Cazette.—Frivar, Oct. @. 
nkKTruD cV otices Lincoln, Boot Deniers. Oct. 26 at 11.30. Off. Rec., | Pek a i 
a -- Lincoln. RECEIVING ORDERS 
London Gezette._-Tvrspay, Oct. 19 | Leeom, Atsent, Stafford, Caterer. Oct. 29 at 11. Swan me me a Sloane-st High Court 
<CKIVING ORDERS | Hotel, Stafford. ig. S. Ord, Oct. 19 
RECEIVING ORDER: | ut c G b — Bessixoroy, Humruney Jomw, Stanmore. Motor En 
Qeawsnaw, Hesny, Windsor, Berks., Livery Stabic cacuomss, Annasw Cusnstames, Calnebérougs-gdae., gineer. High Court. Pet. Oct. 19. Grd. Oct. 19 
Proprietor. Windsor. Pet. Oct. 15. Ord. Oct. 15 ——— oe GG CEE, | on wee tee é = ie a 
° . ; | arey-s ce - ¢ N, olwyn ay, Milliner Bancor. 
seeewes, Sous, _—. a = “ery me “| Parrerper, James, Tiverton, Corn Merchant. Oet. 27 at Pet, Oct. 20. Ord. Oct. 20 
y castle-upon-Tyne. Pet. Oct. 19 ~——- 45. Off. Ree., 9, Bedford-circus, Exeter BLAck MAN, Kvwarp James, Bishop's Waltham. Timber 
. y . , over-s Merchant Southampton. Pet. Oet. ; 
Muor. Capt. Vicron Atgxanpen Groner, Dover-st. |>ooa35 wii Hever, Hanley, Joan Stvsas, Shelton apenas. ines ». Ord. 
! . ’ A wry, Hanley, ; ‘ Ss, She : Oct. 
High Court. Pet. May 6, Ord. Oct. 4 } and ARrHcuR Ricuirnp Srcass. Penkholl. House seen ~- . : 
Posten. Sxixwen & Co., Liverpool, Electrix Fittings Furnishers Oct. 27 at 11.30 North Stafford Own, A ereaey—e sada de Ancoin, Draper Lin 
Dealers. Liverpool. Pet. Sept. 29. Ord. Oct. 1% Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent oln. Pet. Oct. WW. Ord. Oot. 19 
be ing "et. Sept. 16.| Walker Osea -arkente. York. Oct. # at 12. of. | CPLow, Jomw Wittiaw, Longsight, Manchester, Sales 
oy ge Bexhill. Hastings. “ oF . . — 9 Bat tg , man Manalester Pet. Sept. 16. Ord. Get. ae 
. “ : Wittiams, W. H., Redruth, Cornwall, Cattle Dealer. | Covertry, Groner Sr. J Karl's Coerray” Hiwk 
Moscnowas Anprew CHaraiawer, Gainsborough-gdns., Oct. 38 at 12. Off. Rec. 12, Princes-st.. Truro Court. Pet. Sept. 20. Ord, Oct. 19 
Merchant. High Court. Pet. Oct. 15. Ord. Oct. 15. | wrtiaws, Bamvst, Salop, Miner. Oct. 29 at 12. Swan | Gineen. Seine. Tinie pistes Seal 
8, ‘ > a ~ No arepton, ikler o 
Wicnoisox, Joun Hewrr, Sindlesham, Berks Reading Hotel, Stafford ton. Pet. Sept. 25 Ord Ont. rthamp 
Pet. Oot. 4. Ord. Oct. 14 ADJUDICATIONS EpMcNDS, Frepericn Ganisatp1, Lewieham, Tobacco 
Parxrs, Cmantes Lister, Batley, Greengrocer. Dews- / Merchant. Greenwich. Pet. Oct. 19. Ord. Oot. 19 
bury. Pet. Oct. 16. Ord. Oct. 16. | Bece, Jomn CUTHBERTSON Lincoln, De aler in Petrol | Esrary, Go.omon, Cardiff, Tailor. Cardiff. Pet. Oct 
Prarss, J. S.. and Barvcx M., West Hampstead. High Lincoln. Pet. Sept. 24. Ord. Oct. 13 6.’ Ord. Oct. 18 
Court. Pet. July 28. Ord. Sept. 30. Dinewatt, Joux, South Shields, Pork Butcher. New | Evans, Freventcxk Wittiam, Preston, Actor High 
Purrsern, Writtam, Gloucester, Nurseryman. Bristol. castle-upon-Tyne. Pet. Oct. 13. Ord. Oct. 13 | Court. Pet. Oct. 20. Ord. Oct. % 
Pet. Oct. 15. Ord. Oct. 15. Greenrietp, Atrrep Bernxanp, Southport, Master Box | Evins, Groner Atrrep Mitonent, Whitehall-ct., Weet 
Roscets, Atraxy, Mappowder page aen it ee: Maker. Manchester. Pet. Sept. 30. Ord. Oct. 14 ae yw ge on High Court Pet 
Newton, Dorset, Clerk in Holy Orders. rchester . ‘ 5 We ok-et Dealer | ay 2 rc » 1 
Stivemron, Ernest Franx, Stamford Hill, Clerk July 1. Ord, Oct. 15 | —s a ety hes Ord. mate an ; 
Edmonton. Pet. Oct. 14. Ord. Oct. 14. . , . at * a Gitper, EB hariton, Kent, Provision Dealer ireen 
Wroxer, Joux Fomuunp, Stoke Heath, Coventry, Whole- -_—, A mn | be ay a tet ; a tioner wich. Pct. Sept. 2%. Ord. Oot. 10. 
sale Draper Rochdale. ret. Oct. 14. Ord. — 7 — Gaeex, Hexnr, New-rd., Whitechapel, Woollen Mer 
M4. Moscnonas, ANDREW OBARALAMPE, Gainsborough- gdns., | chant. High Court. Pet. Aug. 16 gra Oct. 13 
Whirensap, Jomw Atexanpen. Feltham. Wandsworth. | Merchant. High Court. Pet. Oct. 15. Ord. Oct. 15. | Heamwpen, Gronae Orci, Hotesdale, Suffolk, Motor 
Pet. Aug. 17. Ord. Oct. 14 | Pamxrs, Cuartes Lister, Greengrocer Dewsbury. | Car Dealer. Ipswich. Pet. Oct. 1. Ord. Oct. Ib 
Wisox, Epwcwp Premsroxr, Scarborough, Signwriter | Pet. Oct. 16. Ord. Oct. 16 | Hews, Hewey, Higher Ince, Lance, Licensed Victualler 
Scarborough. Pet. Oct. 15. Ord. Oct. 15 Pruitseen, Witt1aM, Hanham, Gloucester, Nursery- | Wigan. Pet. Oct. 19. Ord. Oct. 0 
Worrexvex, Joux, Cheriton, Hairdresser. Canterbury. man. Bristol. Pet. Oct. 15. Ord. Oct. 15 | HILLMay, Jac OB Commercial] rd ‘od Gee _Merohm nt. 
Pet. Oct. 15. Ord. Oct. 15 | pousserre, ALrrep Passmore. Kingeway. High Court. | High Court. Pet. Sept. 16 woes 
Wriont, Jons Wiitiam, Oldham, Poulterer. Oldhem et. May 13 Ord. Oct. 14 | Le aor, Atexanpen Lovis SrRacry Brighton 
Pet. Oct. 13. Ord. Oct. 13. 5 AR gi Cie AD: nrg } Brighton. Pet. Sept. 30. Ord. Oct. 19 
Staventon ERnest Frank, Stamford Hill, Clerk. | Les, Vicron Writtiam, Anson-rd., Cricklewood, Commer 
FIRST MEETINGS Edmonton. Pet. Oct. 14. Ord. Oct. 16 cial Traveller. High Court. Pet. Feb. 10, Ord 
Airrenmax, Stpwxer, Bristol, Confectioner. Oct. 27 at | Storer. Jom~ Epucnp, Coventry, Wholesale Draper Oot. 20. 
11.30. Off. Rec., 26, Baldwin-st., Bristol. Rochdale, Pet. Oct. 14. Ord. Oct, 14 | Moons, Josern, Burslem, Boot Repairer. Hanley 
Be byae : Pet. Oct. . Ord. Oct. 20 
cRTsON, S§ , ) Tuomas, Hinotp Granam, South Kensington. High ; J f 
Petrol Oct Bet il. Of. ee, Lincoln, "| Court. Pet. June 2. Ord. Oct. 15 | Nonam, Beery Fuuscws, Oveyden, Croydon. Pet 
- 4 > P * ' . ug « Cc 
Bexrizr, Frawx, Wednesfield, Motor Lamp Manufac- | Waker, (scar, Parkgate, York Sheffield Pet Promwix, Leow, Manchester, Theatrical Agent. Man 
eer. Oct. 27 at 12. Off. Rec., W, Lichfield-st., | May 2. Ord. Oct. 15 chester. Pet. Aug 30. Ord. Oct. 18 
olverhampton. pe s es, . ~< Lae % ’ ve ; 4 
| Witsox, Epwcxp Prmroxt, Scarborough, Signwriter.| yp. Lt, Reorxanp Artace Rorrea, Merton Park, 
PT ontt, oe —— — ag Nae es Scarborough. Pet. Oct. 15. Ord. Oct. 15 | '“Gurrey. Croydon. Pet. Feb. 26. Ord. Oct. 29. 
Sad, t. Nov. 5 ot 11. Lew Courts, Peter: | wossexnex, Jus, Cheriton, Heirdressor. Canterbury. Rorr, Aurnep, Felixstowe, Gompany Director.. Poole. 
, Pet. Oct. 15. Ord. Oct. 15 Pet. Sept. 2. Ord. Oct. 19. 
opty Jomx, South Shields, Pork Butcher. - F ~ Old Poulterer. Oldham. | Yares, Wiitam Hxatr, Sheffield, Manager. Sheffield 
oe 4 -y o. a } ee 4, North- -~% Fae, ane, Se am, Poulterer 1am. Pt. Aug. 0. Ord. Oct. 16. 
* amberland-st., Newcastle-upon-Tyne e Ord et. Aug : - 2. 
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FIRST MEETINGS Hanvr, W. D., Rose-st., Newgate, poset} Merchant. | Estaiy, Sotowow, Cardiff, Tailor. Nov. 4 at 

AeumrTON, Antiren Lonatve, Sloane-st ; 1 High Court. Pet. Jaly 20. Ord. Oct. Of. Reo., 117, St. Mary-st., 

; tt thie : Hirarnspex, Groner Crcit, Botesdale, Suit ark, Motor- | Griresem, Tom, Bexhill. Nov. 4 at 2.30. of. 
Bankruptoy-bidgs., Carey Car Dealer. Ipswich. Pet. Oct. 1. Ord. Oct. 19 124, Marlborough-pl., Brighton. 

Backes, Epwts Joux, Pontypool ae “ Heus, Henry, Higher Ince, Lance, Licensed Victualler. | Heamspes, Groner Crom, Botesdale, Suffolk, Mo 
@ at 11.45 The Coun a ces . v 1. Pet. Oct. 19. Ord. Oct. 19. Car Dealer. Nov. 2 st 11. Off. Reo., 36, Pri Tince’ 
Nowport, Mon , “A ' ; Bo ar — art street, Ipswich. 

Besstxatos. Heurnner Jows nmore, Mot — a, " nd, Caterer. Mtaford. fet. Sep Heus, Hexey, Higher lace, Lanes, Licensed Victualler; 
gineer. Ne t lankrupt * - mo : Nov. 4 at 11.30. Rec., Union Merine-bidg 
wtreet Lint Reoinatp Epsxrst, Livery Ladies : ll, Dale-st., | hej 

cares rpo vet Jacksos, Thomas Homatics, Bayswater, Editor. No 

2 at ll. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st. 
Le Ssor, ALEXaNDae Lovis Srracey, Brighton. Nov. 
at 2.30. Off. Ree., 124, Marlborough-pl., Brighta 
Moorr, Josern, Stoke-on-Trent, Boot Repairer. Nowg 
3 at 11.30, Off. Rec., 9, Brook-st., Stoke-on-Trent) 
Nicnotson, Jomn Henry, Sindleeham, Berks. Nov. # 
at 11.30. 14, Bedford row. ; 
NoRgIs, Re@ixaLp Francis, Croydon. Nov. 2 at 11.30) 
132," York-rd., Westminster Bridge-rd. , 
PILLINGER, WItttam, Hanham, Glos., Nurseryman]) 
Nov. 3 at 11.30. Off. Rec., 26, Baldwin-t., Bristol, 
Rvussext, Reowarp ArTave Ruvrrer, Merton Park, 

hee ‘ Surrey. Nov. 2 at 12. 192, York-rd., Westminst 

Mar <7 : Bridge rd. 

: Sainwerz, Jamts, Liverpool, Electric Fittings Dealer 

MAN MATHESON rumwe | Nov. 4 at 12. Off. Rec., Union Marine-bidgs., 1 

he. t Pet on Ord. | Dale-st., Liverpool. 

Staventon, Ernest Franx, Stamford-bill, Clerk. Nowg 
2 : | 4 at ll. 14, Bedford-row ’ 

GREEN, Henny, New-re W hitechay We ) NCATION ANNULLED Wirktns, Groner, Gutter-lane, COhbeapside, Furriers 

chant. Nov. 1 at ie n&kruptey bid wens CARE Pontefract, Aécountant k Nov. 4 at 12. Bankruptey-bidgs., Uarey-st. 


atreet ‘ me y~ oe —} ; = ’ ’ “yee 
Hitman, Jacos, Comm n \ ‘ | ADJUDICATIONS. 3 
Nov. 2 at 12. Bankr igs rey-st London Gazette.—Tvespar : | Bropaiss, Faancts Bowser, Kingsway. High Courts 
1a Victo WILLIAM ‘ r LECE ; I ; Pet. Aug. 27. Ord. Oct. 21. , 
= y ae f N t krupt BECSIVENS CRnEEeS ‘ Contax, Happier, Dorking. Croydon. Pet. Nov. 298 
Witttam RicHaRp Wimbledon P ng- | Ord. Oct, 21. 7 
t ret. Aug Ord. Oct. 1 Denar, Ennest, Leeds, Motor Driver. Leeds. Pe 
ten, Reainat . Live ‘ awed Rewene De ' outa Wes . Oct. 22. Ord, Oct. 2. 
Hair Dresser et. t f. # ‘ ‘Pet Oct. wi Os m) Fret, Cmantes Mower, Leadenhall-st. High Courtl 
larine-blige., 11, Dale-st ve wg j Pet. July 30. Ord. Oot. a2. 
*’snxiw. Cmantes Listen, Bath r \ D DENB RNEST, Jaed Mot urive ee Giver, Epwanp, Chariton, Provision Dealer. Green 
Oct. 29 at 10.45 he Count rt t. 26 oe wich. Pet. Sept. 2. Ord. Oct. 2. 4 
tin kim Munufae Glover, Anruvr, Nottingham, Sausage Skin Menufac 
| turer. Nottingham. Pet. Oct. 21. Ord. Oct. 21. 
7 os pe ag ? . a P at aiid —s —s } Jexwxrves, Francis Atrnep, Harrow, Engineer. Barnet, 
Wurreerap, Jouy DEJ t M at 29 Ait , = vet bs , | Pet. June 25. Ord. Oct. 20 
Bankrupt kgs t ro ‘ + re i Key, Freperick Witt, Blackburn, Boot Make 
. = , Kieu WittiaM, Blaokbu: oot 7 Blackburn. Pet. Oct. 90. Ord. Oct. W. 
wane, Cony | rao “ tiackburt "et. Oct. 2. Ord. Oct. v | Kine, Groroe Ratcrirrs, Halifax, Wool Dealer. Hally 
‘i eta oot en vo, Geonos Rarcrivre, Halifax, Wo ‘ fax. Pet. Oct, 2. Ord. Oct. 22. 
‘ Pet » Ord. Oct ‘ Prosser, Conperisa, Glynneath, Glam., Draper. Neat 
ADIUVUDICATIONS ae 7 Pet. Oct. 22. Ord. Oct. 2. 
' jLORE Wisbech St. Peter, mbridge t Rrwen, Groner, Leede, Olothier. Leeds. Pet. Oct. : 
CLPHUS, Staly Orig ; geor in yynn. Pet, Oct. 2. Ord ‘ Ord: Oot. @. : 
- Wermay. N Suarmay, Joux, Folkestone, Jeweller. Canterburya 


CLTLow 
™mAt 


Gasett 


E., Char 
2 at 11.50. 132 


1 


BewwinaTon PH if o tanmore, Motor | Pet ‘ ry Ord. Oct 2. — ved Pet. Sept. 4. Ord. Oct. 22. 


gineer. High | t ’ t ’ i" t | Srtxstows, Groner, Stretton, near Alfreton, & He 
Seacemaw. EDWARD  B Walt | PRo Ls, Glynneath, Glam., | Neath Miner. Derby. Pet. Oot. 2. Ord. Oct. 2. 
i ner Re eiiemenien a -vw GS ; vet t Ord. Oct. 22 : Sreaye, Cepric SrsastiaN, Easthourne. Banbury. rad 
Oct. 20 ie ; TMbi kORG ceeds, Clothier eds et June 2%. Ord. Oct. 23. 
rd t TREADGOLD, AnTHUR NEwron (uristiaN, Bucklersbury, 
Bincn, Atrarp Jon vyn B fil } .ser0 @eones. Gtretten iat fret ' Company Director. High Court. Pet. Jan. @, 
Pet. Oct. W@W. Ord. Oct. 2 Derby Pet. Oct. B Ord . - | i Ord. Ook. 7 ie ace ie te , 
rH - . ' W ILcox, resent, Cromwell-rd., South engington, 
Brown, Witttam Matruew, Lincoln, Dr : Warkins, Groror, Gutter-lang, Cheapside rT. | - 
Pet. Oct. 19. Ord. Oct . | -- Court. Bet. kan tn God ~ ie High Court Pet. June 30. / 





oo Se es ~& fe ~ FIRST MEETINGS 

Oct \suron, Witt1am Ricnarp, Wimbledon Park, Surrey MADAME TUSSAUD'S EXHIBITION. 
Davis SoLowox ‘ 5 _ 2p ' 7 " oS. eat 12.30. 132 York-rd Weetminster RAKER-STREET STATION. 

wesmateetin : , eet - * , - , . The most inexpensive, instructive, and enjoyable exhipitio 

> s ' ’ 1B\LI I Py ATES, HN /OLPHUS. ulybriage, SI ceoper Nov . : tS 

TTtkech. Gensawich. "Pat'Oct 10. Ont. Ont 3 at 3. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester WORLD'S MOST FAMOUS MEN AND 

meng . "| Browx, Wittram Matrnew, Lincoln, Draper. Nov. 3 WOMEN. 
a’ Ord. 0 ' ig. Off. Ree., Lincolt Rare and Unique Relics. 

F Taw, Hewry W inds< jerks, Livery Stable , 

Evans, FRrepenicx iM ‘ ‘ Seemmizten, Maw. © ak 220 Geendy Court Glen Free Displays of Topical Moving Pictures. 

High Court. Pet 2 1. Oct. 2 12. Sheetet.. Windsor | Delightful Music, Luncheons, a!ternoon teas, 

- = —— Admission 1s. (tax 3d.). Children under 12, 6d. (tax ‘ed.) 

Open 9 am, till 10 p.m. 





Fawcerrr THOMAS I . I nist Curnerrt, Frank, Northamptor Builder. Nov. 2 at 
Leeds Pet... Oct f 18 10.30. Off. Re The rade, Northampton 














THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSURANCE CO., Lt0. 


CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL or seiectea risks. 
FIRE, BURGLARY, LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, GLASS 


MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc., etc. 
Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which are distributed annually to the Policy Holde 


THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the mest complete Policy ever offered to householde 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS' POLICY Covers all Risks underiOne Document for One Inclusive Premiur 


LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 
Suitable Cl f Inserti in Lesses and Mortgages of 
INSURANCE. Licensed ” rome per ye Grinud, will be sent on ae a 


For Further Information write: VICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), w.C. 


























hip'tiog 


ND 


teas, & 
tax 24.) 
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